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The last twenty years have seen what almost amounts to a 
revolution in the shipping trade of Great Britain. Steamers 
have supplanted sailing vessels, and the electric telegraph 
has placed the centres of commerce throughout the world in 
immediate communication with each other. At the begin- 
ning of this century, sailing ships made their one or two 
voyages a year, in a not too hurried manner, and the time of 
those voyages varied enormously as winds and waves might 
ordain. The master, absent from his owners for long periods, 
and without any power of speedy commimication with them, 
had in all foreign ports great powers and great, responsi- 
bilities in the employment of the ship. Shipowners carried 
goods under the terms of a short and simple bill of lading. 

The introduction of steam and the telegraph have changed 
all this. Ocean cables enable the shipowner to direct the 
employment and transact the business of his ship abroad 
while sitting in his o£Sce in London, and the master has 
become little more than the chief navigator of the vessel. 
The mighty power of steam enables regular voyages to be 
calculated on, while the large amount of capital invested in 
a steamer and the keen competition it meets compel the 
shipowner to take advantage of every hour and minute that 
can be saved in its employ. Shipowners also have gradually 
protected themselves by exceptions in their bill of lading 
against every risk of liability for damage to the goods 
they carry, until the bill of lading contains fifty or sixty 
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lines of closely printed conditions and exceptions, and there 
appears to be no duty imposed on the fortunate shipowner 
but that of receiving the freight. 

. This great commercial change seems to justify new works 
on commercial law, as compared with new editions of the 
old works whose value no one will question, but which 
were compiled under a different state of business relations. 
Be-editing, to satisfactorily adapt such works to modern 
commerce, must almost be re-writing. Cases such as Sewdl 
V. Bv/irdicky or Jackson v. The Union Marine Insurance Co., 
cannot, without a great want of proportion, be relegated to 
footnotes, and commercial practice has rendered obsolete 
much of the old learning. It is of very little use to set 
out the "ordinary authority of a master" as founded on 
cases before 1860, when in 1886 the master's functions iu 
port have been reduced almost to the vanishing point. 

In the following pages I have therefore endeavoured to 
combine the statement of the law with an account of the 
commercial practice of to-day, and I have not scrupled to 
omit old authorities which have become by change of time 
obsolete : while I have set out what the law is in the absence 
of express agreement, I have also added to it the clauses in 
an ordinary bill of lading of the present day which supersede 
or modify it 

I have endeavoured to reduce the rather chaotic mass of 
details which make up commercial law to a series of prin- 
ciples in the form of a digest. Lord Bramwell has forcibly 
described some of the cases on shipping as ^' cases where no 
principle of law is involved, but only the meaning of careless 
and slovenly documents ;" and owing to the mass of ever- 
varying detail which the numerous forms of bills of lading 
and charters have heaped up, there is probably no subject 
where it is more difficult to get the better of the particulars 
of each case, to ** see the wood through the trees." I have, 
however^ attempted to express the law relating to the con- 
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tract of affreightment, as expressed or implied in charters 
and bills of lading in the form of propositions, with illus- 
trative cases, and I have added thereto a consideration of 
the position of the bill of lading as a document of title. 
The difficulty of such a task will be the most satisfactory 
excuse for the inevitable errors and omissions that critics 
may discover ; any success I may have achieved will I hope 
justify the attempt. 

I have added to the statements of the law, notes either 
discussing the numerous legal difficulties which arise, or 
stating the present commercial practice on the point. I have 
considered in writing this part of the work all the principal 
bills of lading in use in London and Liverpool, and have had 
the advantage of the fullest information and assistance from 
members of my family engaged in commerce. Li the cases 
illustrating the statements of the law, I have endeavoured to 
make the task of following them easier, by the adoption of 
a uniform alphabetical notation, explained at the commence- 
ment of the work. I have added in the appendices a few of 
the leading forms of bills of lading and charters, with 
references to the part of the work where each clause is dis- 
cussed ; a statement of the customs of loading and discharge 
in the leading ports of Great Britain, compiled from infor- 
mation supplied by merchants in each port; the leading 
statutes on the subject; and some documents bearing on 
general average. I have endeavoured by a full and careful 
index to make the book useful to business men, and in the 
index of cases have provided references to all the reports. 

Lord Esber has kindly allowed me to associate this book 
with a name conspicuous, even on the page of legal history 
which bears the names of Mansfield, Lawrence, Parke, and 
Willes, among those who have both based our law on 
principle and adapted it to the necessities and usages of 
commerce. 

I am much indebted to those both in London and the 
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other great ports of the kuigdom, who have helped rae with 
inibrmation and suggestions which I trust ensure the 
accuracy of the commercial part of this work. I hope these 
pages will be useful to shipowners and others engaged in 
commerce as an account of their legal position as clear and 
plain as the law itself will allow^ and to lawyers as a state- 
ment of law based on principle, and contrasted with modem 
practice. I haye tried not to shirk difficulties, or to omit 
cases and details. Experience must show whether I have 
been successful in meeting a want. 

T. E. S. 
1, Essex Coubt, Templb. 
Oct. 25, 1886. 
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ALPHABETICAL GUIDE TO CASES. 



••o*- 



In the illustrations contained in the following pages, an attempt has 
been made to lessen the labour of mastering the facts by using particular 
letters to represent particular characters in the case. Thus, except in a 
few cases where they obviously stand for places, A is always a shipowner, 
C a charterer, G a consignee; X is always the port of loading ; Z, the port 
of discharge. 



A 


= 


shipowner. 


B 


^ 


shipowner's agent. 


C 


= 


charterer. 


D 


= 


charterer's agent. 


£ 


= 


captain. 


F 


= 


shipper. 


a 


= 


consignee. 


?i 


= 


indorsees of bill of lading. 


P 


^ 


purchaser of goods shipped. 


SJ 


=: 


ships. 

• 


V 


= 


unpaid vendor of goods shipped. 


w 


= 


agent of such a vendor. 


X 


= 


port of loading. 


Y 


= 


port of call, or of refuge. 


Z 


= 


port of discharge. 



ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA. 

The Xantho (cited at pp. 100, 149, 159, 160, 161, 162, 169, 200) 
is now reported in 55 L. T. 203. 

PandorfT. Hamilton (cited at pp. 149, 158, 160, 161) is now 
reported on appeal in 17 Q. B. D. 670. 

In the case of Sailing Ship Qarston v. Hickie Barman^ heard by 
the C. A. on October 28, 1886, the Court decided that a collision, 
caused by negligence of another ship, was within the exception 
'* dangers and accidents of navigation," though the negligence 
of the carrying ship was not. Note this nnder Articles 83, 84 ; 
and correct the proposition mbmitted on p. 158, by striking out 
the words ** and navigation." 

In the case of Nottehohm v. Bichter^ [heard by the C. A. on 
October 30, 1886, the Court had to construe a clause in a 
charter, cargo to be taken from the river bank " at ship's risk 
and expense." The goods were lost before loading by perils of 
the seas, and the Court held that the ship's risk was the same 
before and after loading, the excepted perils applying when the 
cargo was taken from the bank, and that therefore the ship was 
not liable. " At ship's risk " means ''at the same risk as the 
ship would incur after loading." Note at pp. 149, 151. 

Page 6, note (p) f&r 205, read 105. 

Page 45, note (u) for 860, read 86. 

Page 46, note {d) for 320, read 330. 

Page 50, Graves v. Legg is reported on appeal, 2 H. & N. 210. 

Page 58, Button v. Bowles is reported on appeal, 2 B. & S. 174. 

Page 65, Farrant v. Barnes is also reported at 11 C. B., N. S. 

553. 

Page 125, Cassdboglou v. 6rt66 is reported on appeal, 11 Q. B. D. 

707. 

Page 198, note (n)for 41, read 414. 

Page 212, note (c)lthe reference to Barker v. Hodgson, should 
Page 213, note (n) ( be 3 M. & S. 267. 

Smith V. Sieveking (cited at pp. 38, 40, 216, 217) is reported 
on appeal at 5 E. <& B. 589. 
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CONTEACT OF AFFBEIGHTMENT. 



Section I. — Natuee and Construction op the 

Cp^TBAOT. 

•a 

Article 1. — NcUumVd'tbe Contract 

When a shipowner, or person haviiig'^for^the time the right 
as against the shipowner to make sach^apT agreement, agrees 
to carry goods by water, or to furnish a shit^-fyr the pm-pose 
of so carrying goods, in return for a suni^ t)f ^stioney to be 
paid to him, such a contract is called a contrcuk.. <if,<^jff^^ffht' 
ment, and the sum to be paid is called /reig'A^. ••• „- \ 

When the agreement is to carry a complete cargo of goo8s, 
or to furnish a ship for that purpose, the contract of aflfreigW-" 
ment is almost always contained in a document called 'a : 
charter-party (a), the shipowner letting the ship for the pur- 
pose of carrying, or undertaking to carry, the charterer hiring 
the ship for such purpose, or undertaking to provide a full 
cargo. 

Such a document is usually signed before any steps are 
taken under the contract it contains. 

When the agreement is to carry goods which form only 
part of the intended cargo of the ship, the contract of 
affreightment as to each parcel of goods shipped is evidenced 
in a document called a hill of lading^ which serves also as 
a receipt by the shipowner, acknowledging that the goods 



(a) As to stamps on charters, see 33 & 34 Vict. c. 97, ss. 15, 66-68 ; Appendix III. 
Charters made entirely abroad can be stamped within two months of their receipt 
in this conntry. The Belfort (1884), L. R. 9 P. D. 215. 
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2 BILLS OF LADING. 

have been delivered to him for a certain purpose. A bill 
of lading is rarely signed until some steps have been taken 
in pursuance of the contract it evidences. 

By the custom of merchants indorsement of the bill of 
lading may pass the property in the goods, for the shipment 
of which it is a receipt ; and by statute such an indorsement 
will also confer on the indorsee the same rights and liabilities 
as if the contract evidenced in the • bill of lading were 
originally made with him (6). 

The charterer with whom the shipowner enters into the 
contract of aflfreightmeut may intend to supply the cargo 
himself. In this case, when tb^ cargo is shipped, a bill of 
lading will almost always he feigned, evidencing a contract 
between the shipowner an<^4he> charterer, and, it may be, a 
contract adding to or. varying the contract between them 
contained in the charfergarty. 

Or the charterer mfty intend to enter into sub-contracts of 
carriage with Gt&eir shippers, who provide all or part of the 
cargo. In this' ease, as each shipper ships his goods, a bill of 
lading wiH^t^ signed, evidencing a contract between the 
shippp'^. ©ii^ the one hand, and, according to circumstances, 
thd«bi{K)wner or charterer on the other. Such contract will 
, 46^^njidependent of the contract contained in the charterparty, 
Jieicept in so far as it expressly incorporates it (c). 



Article 2. — Nature and Effect of a Cliarter party. 

A charter may operate as a demise or lease of the ship 
itself, to which the services of the master and crew may or 
may not be superadded. The charterer here becomes for 
the time the owner of the vessel, the master and crew be- 
come to all intents his servants, and through them the 
possession of the ship is in him. 

Or it may be that all that the charterer acquires by the 
charter is the right to have his goods conveyed by a particular 



(6) See Section V. post^ Articles 57, 58, 75. 
(c) See Articles 18, 19, post. 
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vessel, and, as subsidiary thereto, to have the use of the vessel 
and the services of the master and crew. In this case, not- 
withstanding the temporary right of the charterer to have 
his goods loaded and conveyed in the vessel, the ownership, 
and also the possession of the ship remain in the original 
owner, through the master and crew, who continue to be 
his servants. 

If the master, by agreement of the owner and charterer, 
acquires authority to sign bills of lading on behalf of the 
latter, he nevertheless remains in all other respects the 
servant of the owners (d). 

Note. — The modem tendency is against the construction of a 
charter as a demise or lease. The cases of demise are old cases, 
and their authority has been somewhat shaken by recent de- 
cisions. But each case mast turn on the particular terms of 
the charter. The chief results of th6 construction of a charter 
as a demise would be : (1) that the owner, being out of pos- 
session, would have no lien at common law for the freight due 
under the charter ; (2) he would not be liable to shippers, who 
did not know of the charter, for the acts of the master and crew, 
nor to the charterer for acts of the master and crew ; (3) the 
master would be the agent of the charterer so that delivery to 
him of goods bought by the charterer would, imless the bill of 
lading was made deliveralje to shipper or order, divest the 
unpaid vendor's right of stoppage in transitu. Under a charter 
not a demise, the master would be a mere carrier, and not the 
charterer's agent, and the right of stoppage would remain (e) : 
(4) If a chartered ship earned salvage, the salvage reward would 
go to the charterer if the charter were a demise ; to the owner 
if the charter were not a demise (/). 

I. Cases in which a charter has been held no^ to be a 
demise. 

Case 1. — ^A. chartered a ship to C, to sail to X., and load from C.'s agent 
there, cargo to be stowed at merchant's risk and expense. The captain to 
sign bills of lading if required at any rate of freight without prejudice to 
the charter. 

At X. goods were shipped by shippers who knew nothing of the charter (g) 
under a bill of lading signed by the master. 



(cO Sandemann v. Scurr (1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 86, 96, and see Art. 18. 

(e) Bemdtson v. Strang (1868), L. R. 3 Ch. 588 ; Fx parte JRosevear China Clay 
Co. (1879), L. R. 11 Ch. D. 660. Vide post, Articles 68, 69. 

(/) Ficfojx)8^, Article 121. 

(gr) If they had known of the charter they could only have sued the charterer 
on the contract. Newberry v. Colvin (1832), 1 CI. & F. 283. 

B 2 



4 EFFECTS OF 

Bdd, that A had not parted with the possession of the ship ; that the 
roaster was still A.'s servant, and that his signature to a bill of lading 
bound A. That the stowage of goods was by a stevedore appointed by the 
charterers, though ultimately paid by the owners, made no ditTerence (A). 

Case 2. — A. entered into a charter with C. that his ship being staunch, 
'* and so maintained by owners, shall be placed under the direction of the 
charterer " for convey ance of goods within specified limits. ** The steamer 
to be let for the sole use of charterers and for their benefit for six months. 
.... Charterers to have whole reach of hold and usual places of loading, 
room being reserved to owners for crew. . . . Captain to use despatch in. 
prosecuting voyage, and crew to render customary assistance in loading ; 
captain to sign bills of lading . . . and to follow the instructions of the 
charterers as regards loading . . . coals at cost of charterers, owners find- 
ing all ship's stores, and paying crew's wages . . • captain to furnish 
charterers with log, and to use sails when possible to save coals . . . 
vessel to be returned at end of period by charterers." 

As a fact, A. paid the master and crew. 

Beld^ that there was no demise ; and that A. was still responsible for 
acts of the master and crew, both to the public, and to C. (i) 

Case 3. — A., registered as the ** managing owner *' of a ship under the 
Merchant Shipping Acts, made an agreement with E., the master, that E. 
should take the ship wherever he chose, shipping whatever cargo he 
thought fit, engaging the crew, and paying A., one-third of the net profits. 
A. under this agreement had no control over the vessel. E. made a 
charter, which A. knew nothing about, with C, " between E., master, for 
and on behalf of the owners." Beld^ that this arrangement did not amount 
to a demise to E., but that A. still remained liable to the public as 
" managing owner" (j). 

Case 4. — C. hired a steamer for the day from A., who sent him this 
memorandum : " I note the 8. is engaged to you for X. for May 28, at 
hire per day of £5, your party not exceeding fifty persons." A. employed 
and paid the master and crew, who navigated the vessel. Held, that C. 
had no such exclusive possession as to justify him in expelling a stranger 
who came on board by consent of the captain, though he could sue A. for 
breach of contract (k), 

II. Cases where it was held that the charter amounted to 
a demise. 

Case 6. — A. by deed appointed E. to command a ship on a certain 
voyage, paying a certain freight to A. and retaining the surplus for him- 
self ; A. had a super-cargo on board with power to supersede E. if he mis- 
conducted himself. By another instrument E. was to be paid wages by 
A. The deed or charter was made bond fide, and persons who shipped 
goods were aware of it. Held (by the House of Lords), that E. was owner 
of the ship pro tempore, and was alone liable to shippers on the bill of 
lading (Z). 

(A) Sandemann v. Scurr (1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 86. 

(i) Omoa Coal and Iron Company v. Huntley (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 464. 

If) Steel V. Lester (1877), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 121 ; See also Christie v. Lewis 
(1821); 2 B. & B. 410; and Saville v. Campion (1819), 2 B. & Aid. 503; and 
compare with Newberry v. Colvin (1832), 1 CI. & F. 283. 

{k) Dean v. Hogg (1834), 10 Bing. 345 ; see also Lucas v. Nockells (1828), 
4 Bing. 729. 

(0 Newberry v. Colvin (1832), 1 CI. & F. 283. 
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Case f). — A. let and C. hired A/s ship for six months, C. to haTd entire 
use and disposal of the vessel, except cahin, and room for crew and provi- 
sions ; the captain to be appointed by C, and C. to be responsible to A. for 
the captain's conduct in navigation, but A. to pay him the wages he 
would pay his own master. Edd^ that C. had possession of the cargo 
during the contract, and that the captain was in po^isession of the cargo as 
agent for C, not for A. (m). 

Case 7. — A. chartered a ship to C. " to be placed under the direction of 
C," to be employed w^itbin certain limits as ordered by C. "The said 
steamer is let for the sole use of 0. and for his benefit tor three or more 
calenHa'* months at O.'s option, he having the whole reach and burden of 
the vessel, freight payable till the vessel is again returned by C. C. to 
supply coals and pay all wages, expenses, &c., except insurance. The 
vessel to be delivered up to A. on the termination of the charter in the 
same good order and condition as when delivered." Edd, to amount to a 
demise of the ship to 0. (w). 

Cose 8. — A. *' granted and to hire and freight let" his ship to the 
Crown, for transport tor three months, and afterwards for so long as 
required. The master and crew were employed and paid by A. Edd^ 
that the Ciown was temporarily owner, so that A. was n«»t lisble for light 
dues to be paid by " the owners of ships : " and that the master and crew 
were only employed by A. to enable the Crown to enjoy its ownership to 
the best advantage (o). 



Article 3. — The Bill of Lading. 

A bill of lading is a receipt for goods shipped on board 
a ship, signed by the person who contracts to carry them, or 



(m) Belcher v. Capper (1842), 4 M. & G. 502. This decision was based on (1) 
words of demise ; (2) C.'s appointment of the master and his liability to A. ; but, 
Semble^ that the appointment of the master by the charterer would not now be 
evidence of a demise if he were paid by the owner. See Case 2. (3) That the 
freight was to be paid to the master, without any stipulation as to his using it 
to meet payments of freight under the charter ; (4) that all cargo was to be 
delivered before the last payment of freight was due, thus negativing A.'s lien. 

(n) Meiklereid v. West (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 428. 

(o) Master of Trinity House v. Clark (1815), 4 M. & S. 288. This case, as also 
Frazer v. Marsh (1811), 13 East, 238, and Hutton v. Bragg (1816), 7 Taunton, 
14, have been so much distinguished and doubted, especially in Christie v. Lewig 
(1821), 2 B. & B. 410, and Sandemann v. Scurr (1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 86, that they 
cannot be considered of much authority. The old style of '* granting to hire and 
to freight let," has dropped out of charters, and the modem form of charter, 
" It is mutually agreed between A., owner of the 8. and C. that the 8. shall pro- 
ceed to X. and then load a cargo," can rarely, if ever, be construed as a demise. 
Some American charters are made by deed, and run that the parties to the deed 
*< covenant and agree in the freighting and chartering of the vessel," and the 
charterer '^ covenants to charter and hire," but the whole frame of the charter 
shows that no demise is intended. Some charters go so far that the owner only 
contracts ** to provide a screw steamer," of a certain class and tonnage, for a 
certain voyage. If the charter does amount to a demise, the hirer will not be 
liable for damage to the ship through the act of God without his negligence : 
Smith V. Drummond, 1 C. & E. 160 (1883). 
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his agent, and stating the terms on which the goods were 
delivered to and received by the ship. It is not the con- 
tract, for that has been made before the bill of lading was 
signed and delivered, but it is excellent evidence of the 
terms of the contract (p). 

The terms of the contrewt may also be gathered from the 
charter, where there is one, and either some or all of its 
terms are either expressly incorporated in the bill of lading, 
or the charterer is also the shipper (y): from shipping- 
cards (r) placards or handbills (») announcing the sailing of 
the ship; or from representations by the broker, or other 
agent of the carrier (t). 

Note. — Shippers are usually well aware of the terms on which 
goods are shipped in any regular line or trade, as the bills of 
lading are printed and sold hy firms of stationers, the particulars 
of the goods being filled in by the shippers themselves, who 
then leave them for signature at the office of the broker of the 
line. The judgment of Mellish, L.J., in Parker v. South Eastern 
Bailway Go. (u), in its assumption that a person taking a bill of 
lading must necessarily be bound by all its terms, for he knows 
that the contract of carriage is contained in it, seems a little too 
sweeping in view of the actual course of business. Modem bills 
of lading contain "a long list of excepted perils, exemptions 
from and qualifications of liability, printed in type so minute, 
though clear, as not only not to attract attention to any of the 
detaUs, but to be only readable by persons of good eyesight," 
and in the middle of some sixty closely packed lines in small type, 
printed with hardly a break, in red ink on red paper, comes 
such a novel clause as one — (the bill of lading lies before me 
now) — "that the owners shall not be responsible, either as 
carriers or as contributors to general average, for any loss or in- 
jury to the goods, occurring from any of the causes above- 
mentioned." On such a clause, the remarks of Lush, J., seem in 
point : " If a shipper of goods is not aware when he ships them, 
or is not informed in the course of the shipment, that the bill of 
lading which will be tendered to him (sic) will contain such a 
clause, he has a right to suppose that his goods are received on 



(p) Per Lord Bramwell, in Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 App. C. 205. 
(0 Vide post, Articles 18, 19, and see Rodoconachi v. Milburn (1886), L. R. 17 
Q. B. D. 316. 
(r) FeelY, Price (1815), 4 Camp. 243. 
(s) Phillips V. Edwards (1858), 3 H. & N. 813. 
(t) EunquistY. Ditchell (1800), 3 Esp. 64. 
(tt) (1877) 2 C. P. D. 422. 
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the nsual terms, and to require a bill of lading whioli shall 
express those terms " {x). 

A question may therefore arise whether the bill of lading 
really represents the terms of the contract to which the shipper 
agreed, as where it contains in small print very unusual clauses. 
Thus in Crooks v. Allan (y) Lush, J., in delivering judgment 
said : '' If a shipowner wishes to introduce into his bill of lading 
so novel a clause, as one exempting him from general average 
contribution .... he ought not only to make it clear in words, 
but also to make it conspicuous by inserting it in such type and 
in such part of the document that a person of ordinary capacity 
and care could not fail to see it. A bill of lading is not the con- 
tract, but only evidence of the oontract, and it does not follow 
that a person who accepts the bill of lading which the ship- 
owner hands him, is necessarily and without regard to circum- 
stances bound to abide by all its stipulations." 

So in Lewis v. McKee (z) the captain was held not affected by 
a restrictive endorsement on a bill of lading, to which his atten- 
tion was not called, and, semble^ in which be could not ordinarily 
and reasonably be expected to see. 

The same principle governs the effect of the restrictive stamps 
now (1886) being affixed in London to bills of lading for parts 
of a journey, for which one through bill of lading has already 
been signed (a). The question is similar to that raised in the 
** cloakroom cases," which are fully discussed in Watkins v. 
Bymill (6). There would be two questions of fact for the jury : 
(1) Was the shipper actually aware of the particular clause or 
stamp ; (2) If not, were reasonable means taken to inform him 
of it, and would a reasonable man have been aware of it ? 



Article 4. — Effect of BhgalUy on a Contract of Affreightment. 

Where the contrewt of affreightment cannot be performed 
without a violation of English law, it is void, whether the 
parties knew of the illegality or not when it was entered 
into (c). 

Illegality by foreign law is treated by English law as 
impossibility in fact, and discharges the parties where it 



(a?) Crooks v. Allan (1879), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. at p. 41. 

(y) (1879) 5 Q. B. D. 38 : and see Sodocomchi v. Milbum (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. 
(z) (1868) L. R. 4 Ex. 58. 
(a) FKfejw?8<, Article 22. 
(6) (1883) 10 Q. B. D. 178. 

(c) Esposito V. Bowden (1857), 7 E. & B. 762; see also Barker y, Hodgson 
(1814), 3 M. & S. 267, 270 ; Atkinson v. Bitchie (1809), 10 East. 530, at p, 535. 
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prevents something which they are both bound to do mthin 
a reasonable time, not otherwise defined (d), but not when it 
only prevents an act which one of them has agreed to 
perform within a fixed time (e). 

Where a contract can be performed in two ways, one of 
which is legal and the other illegal, it will not be avoided (/) 
unless there is an intention to perform it in the way known 
to be illegal (g). 

Case 1. — ^An Italian ship was chartered by an Englishman to carry- 
wheat from Russia to England ; before the ship arrived at the Russian 
port war was declared between England and Russia, and so continued up 
to the day when the lay-days for loading would have expired. Held, that 
the declaration of war made commercial intercourse between England and 
Russia illegal, and that the contract was therefore dissolved by English 
law (h). 

Case 2. — C. chartered in France A/s ship to load pressed hay in France, 
and proceed direct to London, " all cargo to be brought and taken from 
ship alongside." C.'s agent told the captain that the hay was to be 
landed at a particular wharf in London, and the captain assented. At the 
time of making the charter, the import of French hay into England was 
illegal by English law, though neither party knew of it. On arrival at 
London, when landing at the proposed wharf was found illegal, after 
eighteen days' delay beyond the lay-days, C. unloaded the hay " alongside 
ship," for export in another vessel ; this proceedinj^ was not illegal. To 
an action by A. for demurrage, C. pleaded that the contract was void for 
illegality. Held, that as the contract could 1)e, and had been, performed 
legally, by taking the hay alongside for exportation, and as there was no 
evidence of intention to perform it illegally with knowledge of its illegality, 
it was not void, and C. was liable for demurrage (t). 



(<0 Ford V. Cotesworth (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 544 ; Cargo ex Argos (1873), L. B. 
5 P. C. 157, and note a to Article 132, post. 

(e) As in Blight v. Page (1801), 3 B. & P. 295, note; see also Kirk v. C?t66s, 
(1857), 1 H. & N. 810. 

(/) Waugh v. Morris (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 208; The TetOonia (1872), L. R. 
4 P. C. 171 ; Haines v. Busk (1814), 1 Marshall, 191. 

(g) Heslop v. Jtmes (1787), 2 Chit. 550. See also Canard v. Hyde (1858), 27 
L. J. Q. B. 408; and Wilson v. Rankin (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 162, in which the 
plaintiff was held to have no illegal intention, and Ctmard v. Hyde (1859), 29 
L. J. Q. B. 6, in which he was held guilty. 

(A) Esposito V. Bowden, vide supra. See also Avery v. Bowden — Reid v. Hoskins 
(1856), 6 E. & B. 953. 

(0 Waugh v. Morris, L. R. 8 Q. B. 202 (1873) ; see also Cargo ex Argos (1873), 
L. R. 5 P. C. 157, where illegality by French law, impossibility by English law, 
was met by the suggestion that the charterer might unload ^' alongside," and so 
act legally. The illegality must be limited strictly in its operation. Thus, in 
Storer v. Gordon (1814), 3 M. & S. 308, where a ship was chartered to deliver an 
outward cargo on payment of freight, and carry home cargo, the seizure of the 
outward cargo by the government before delivery was held to absolve the charterer 
from payment of freight, but not from the liability to load a return cargo. Seizure 
by revenue officers will be prima facie proof of illegality of voyage, without 
proving actual condemnation: Blanch v. Solly (1818), 1 Moore, 531. 
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Case 3. — A Prussian ship was chartered to call at an English port for 
orders " to proceed to any safe port in Great Britain or on the continent 
between Havre and Hambarg.'* She received orders at Falmoath on 
July 11, to proceed to Dunkirk ; on July 19, before she had reached 
Dunkirk, war broke out between France and Prussia. Hdd^ that the 
contract was not dissolved, as t];ie charterer could name some safe port 
within the charter limits, not being French, at which the charter could 
legally be performed (k). 



Article 5. — Effects of Blockade. 

A charter, the performance of which requires the running 
of a foreign blockade, is not illegal by the mnnicipal law of 
England, though both parties knew of the blockade when 
the charter was entered into (J), The only eflFect of such 
knowledge will be to prevent the delay caused by the 
blockade from putting an end to the charter (w). 

Running a blockade, by international law, involves the 
confiscation of the ship if captured on the out or home 
voyage, and of the cargo, if its owners knew or might have 
known of the blockade when they entered into the contract 
of carriage {n). 

Case, — ^To an action on a charter, defendants pleaded that "it was 
entered into for the purpose of running the blockade of the southern ports 
of the United States." EM^ no answer in law (o). 



Article 6. — Ccynstruction of the Contract: On what Principle. 

The construction to be given to charters and bills of lading 
is not an unnecessarily strict one, but such a one as with 
reference to the context and the object of the contract will 

(A) The Teutonia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171. 

(0 The Helen (1865), L. R. 1 Adm. 1 ; Medeiros r. Hill (1832), 8 Bing. 231 ; 
Moorsomy. Greaves (1811), 2 Camp. 626 ; Naylor v. Taylor (1828), M. & M. 205, 

(m) See Article 30, post ; and see, as to contraband cargo. Ex parte Chavassey 
11 Jur. N. S. 400 (1865). 

(n) 7%« Mercurius (1798), 1 Rob. 80 ; The Alexander (1801), 4 Rob. 93 ; The 
Adcmis (1804), 5 Rob. 256, 259 ; The Exchange (1808), 1 Edw. 39, 42 ; The James 
Cook (1810), 1 Edw. 261 ; Baltazzi v. Ryder (1858), 12 Moore, P. C. 168. The 
headnote to the latter case is not justified by the report, so far as it contradicts the 
text, and its last two propositions, without qnaiiticution, contradict each other. 

(o) Ihe Eeleny vide supra. 
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best effectuate the obvious and expressed intent of the 
parties (p). 

The construction of a charter or bill of lading is for the 
Court, unless there is mutual (g) mistake of the parties, 
ambiguity, ot some peculiar meaning attached to the words 
of the document by reason of the custom of the trade or 
port to which the document relates. In these cases the pre- 
sence of the mistake or the meaning of the words will be a 
question for the jury, and oral evidence will be admissible to 
assist their decision ; whether there is any ground for the 
admission of oral evidence on these points (r), a question for 
the Court («). 

Note, — The remarks of Lord Esher, M.H., in Stewart v. Mer- 
chants^ Marine Insurance Co. (jf) are in point : " Ought we in the 
case of an instrument like an English charter, to apply the rules 
of construction which are applicable to other instruments ? Any- 
thing more informal, inartistic or ungrammatical cannot be 
found, and, until recently, whenever a point arose as to their 
meaning, our judges almost invariably topk the opinion of a 

jury on the question I protest against the attempt to 

construe these documents by the rules of construction applicable 
to other instruments, and when they are construed without the 
assistance of a jury, I think the proper way is to construe them 
with the aid of our knowledge of business, and to take it for 
granted that merchants have acted in a business-like way." 
One rule of construction at any rate may be applied, viz., that 
exceptions or clauses introduced in favour of one party to the 
contract are to be construed most strictly against him : (See per 
Bowen, L. J., in Burton v. English) (z). 

Case, — A ship was chartered to proceed to X., a river port, and there 
load, " the master guaranteeing to carry 3000 tons dead weight of cargo, 
upon a draught of twenty-six feet of water." The ship could carry such a 
cargo, at such a draught in salt, but not in fresh, water. Held, that as the 
charter shewed that both parties contemplated loading in a river, the 
guarantee must be applied to both fresh and salt water (a). 

(p) IHmech v. Corlett (1858), 12 Moore P. C. at p. 224 ; So, per Brett, M.R., in 
Sailing Ship Garston v. Hickie (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 580. "The term *port ' is to 
be taken in its business, popular, or commercial sense, and not in its legal 
definition for revenue or pilotage purposes." 

(g) Dixon v. fferiot (1862), 2 F. & F. 760. 

(r) As to variation of charters by parol evidence, see Thomson v. Brouin (1817), 
7 Taunt. 656 ; White v. Parker (1810), 12 East, 578. 

(s) Bowes V. Shand (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 455, 462 ; Ashforth v. Bedford 
(1873), L. R. 9 C. P. 20. As to evidence of usage, see Article 8. 

(y) (1885), 16 Q. B. D. at p. 627. 

Iz) (1883), 12 Q. B. D. at p. 222. 

(a) The Norway (1865) 3 Moore, P. C, N. S. 245. 
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Article 7. — Construction of the Contract, — By what Law. 

The construction of charterparties and bills of lading must 
be governed by the law by which it appears from all the 
circumstances that the parties intended to be bound (6). 

In the absence of any express indication of intention as 
between the parties to a contract of affreightment, the law 
of the ship's flag should govern its construction (c). 

Whoever puts his goods on board a foreign ship to be 
carried authorizes the master to deal with them according to 
the law of the ship's flag, unless that authority is limited by 
express stipulation between the parties at the time of the 
agreement {d). 

Case 1. — C, a Britfsli subject, cliartered a Frencli ship at a Danish port 
for a voyage from Hayti to France or England at charterer's option. The 
master in a Portuguese port gave a bottomry bond, binding ship, freio^ht, 
and cargo. 0. as cargo-owner, having to pay under the bond, called 
upon the shipowner to indemnify him. The shipowner abandoned the 
ship and freight to him. This was a good defence at French, but not at 
English law. Eeld^ that the French law, being the law of the ship's flag, 
governed the relations of the parties to the charter (c). 

Ciise 2. — C., domiciled in England, shipped goods under a charter made 
in London on an Italian ship bound for England. The master in a 
Portuguese port gave a bottomry bond on ship, cargo, and freight. He 
did not communicate with his owners, but could have done so. By 
English law communication under such circumstances was necessary ; by 
Italian law it was unnecessary. Held, that the powers of the master to 
deal with the goods were governed by Italian law, being the law of the 
ship's flag (/). 

Case 3. — A German ship, with German master, was chartered by Gferman 
charterers from Russia to England, Charterparty and bill of lading were 
in English. Eddy the German law must govern the interpretation of the 
documents (^). 

Case 4. — ^A passenger with luggage shipped on an English vessel, on a 
voyage from England for France under a ticket bought in England. The 
luggage was lost ; the ticket under English law freed the ship from liability ; 
the French law would render the ship liable in spite of the ticket. Eddy 
that the English law must prevail, being both the law of the flag, and 



(&) Chartered Bank v. Netherlands Company (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 521, 529, 540 ; 
Jacobs ^ Co. V. Credit Lyonnais (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 589. 

(c) Xfoyd V. GuibeH (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 115 ; The Gaetano e Maria (1882), 
7 L. R. P. D. 1, 137 (C.A.) at p. 147 ; The Bahia (1864), B. & L. 292, 301. 

{d) The Gaetano e Maria, supra, per Brett, L.J., pp. 147, 148 ; per Cotton, L.J., 
p. 149 ; The Karnak (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 505. 

(e) Lloyd v. Guibert (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 115. 

if) The Gaetano e Maria (1882), L. R. 7 P. D. 1, 137. . 

(ig) The Express (1872), L. R. 3 Adm. 597. 
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the lex loci eoniraeliu, and bring also necesmry to give sane tneaning to 
GoaditioDB in the tJcbet which would be invalid by French Uw(A). 

Caie 5. — E., an EngliBh merchant, shipped goods in an English port to be 
carried to a Dutch port in a ship regixtered in Holland, and carrying the 
Butch flag, belonging to a compaoy registered in Holland, and also rois- 
tered io England as an English joint stock coiopany. Tlie bill of lading 
was in the English language and furm, and described the company as a 
" limited company." Beld, that the intention of the parties wati that the 
contract should be governed by English law, thus actting aside the primd 
facie application of the " law of the Bag " (i). 

N(Ae. — This article, it is snbmitted, aocnmtel; represents the 
law at the present day, and in viewof it thecaeesof The Bamburff, 
Dttrant}/ v. Hart (*) ; The San Soman (I) ; and The Withelm 
Schmidt (m), so far as they set up another standard of construc- 
tion than the law of the nag, are of very doubtful authoritj- 

In The Hambwg (1864), a bottomy bond payable in England 
was g^ven at St. Tnoinaa by the master of the S. of Eambui^, 
chartered from Nicaragua to Eogland. In an action an the 
bond, Ijr. Lushingtoa said : " I shall govern my judgment by 
the ordinary maritime law," and, after referring to The Grali- 
ttidine (n), in which he noted that Ixtrd Stuwell had not 
suggested that any other law should be applied, and to The 
Bonaiparte (o), he continued : " In this case therefore and for the 
present, I must tahe as my guide the ordinary maritime law. 
The state of the pleadings also is so vague, and the evidence so 
loose and nnsatiBfactory that I can take no other course. When- 
ever any specific law is averred to be the governing law with 
sufficient distinctness, and proper evidence produced, I shall be 
ready to consider the question." On appeal, the Judicial Com- 
mittee simply say. " We entirely agree with the learned judge 
that the case is to be decided by the general maritime law as 
administered in England." In this case the bondholder had 
pleaded the law of Bambiirg and other laws, but there was some 
conflict as to what the law of Hamburg really was. 

Lhyd v. Qnibert (p) was decided the following year (1865), 



(A) P. i 0. Company v. Shimd (li6h), S Moore, P. C, N. S. 272. S«e also 
MDore T. JoJTiB (1876) L. E., 1 App. C. 318, iifliorii also tha law of th« flag, and 
tliefea; loci coniroiitus were the Bame. Itia notpoBsible to lay down any filed rule 
as to the lex loci aintractaa Iraia these twocasea ; particularly aa Id JJojii v. Guibert, 
vide a^ipra, Willea, J,, took the case of billa of iadiug in foreign porta, such as 
Alexandria, aa showing the absurdity of the lex loci amiractns as a general Tule. 
The intention of the parties is the criterion, with a strong preijumption in favour 
of the law of the flag. 

(i) Chartered fliro* v. Netherlandt India SUam Company (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 
521. 

(*) (1864), B. & L. 253, 260, 272. 

(0 (1872), L. R. 3 Adm. 583 ; L.R. 5 P. C. 301. 

(t») (1871), 25 L. T. 34 ; 1 Asp. Mar. C. 82. 

(n) (1801), 3 C. Rob. 240. 

(o) (1853), 8 Moore P. C. 459. 

(p) (1865), L.R. IQ. 13. 115, 125. 
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and Willes, J., delivering the judgment of the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber, distinguished The Hamburg in this ingenious way. 
^' The Hamburg was cited as an authority, and at first sight it 
appeared to be one, for applying English law to the present case, 
but upon consideration it appears altogether distinguishable. 
The alleged agency of the master in that case was founded upon 
necessity alone, and it was incumbent upon the bondholder to 
establish such necessity by evidence, and in order to do that he 
was bound .... to shew a communication with the owners of 
the cargo, that being, as the Court held, reasonably practicable. 
So that the lex fori was undoubtedly supreme upon the question 
which then arose, it being one of evidence and procedure" 
(p. 124). This distinction seems very unsatisfactory, for to hold 
that the proposition : " A master cannot hypothecate without 
previous communication with his owners, if such be practicable " 
may be put in this form: "To prove in an English Court 
necessity entitling a master to hypothecate without consulting 
his owners, you must prove that he could not communicate with 
his owners ;" and is therefore merely a question of mode of 
proof, to be determined by the lex fori, is a curious destruction 
of a legal principle and turns the legal definition of " necessity " 
into a question of procedure. And in spite of the distinction 
subsequent judges declined to accept the two cases as reconcile- 
able (q). 

In the case of The Kamak (r) in 1869, while the main ques- 
tion was as to the necessity of hypothecation, the Judicial Com- 
mittee, without referring to The Hamburg, expressly adopted the 
principle of Lloyd v. Chiibert, that " the captain's authority to 
hypothecate was derived from and bounded by the municipal 
law of the country to which the ship belongs — ^that is by the 
law of the flag." 

In 1871, in The Patria («), Sir E. Phillimore expressed a 
preference for The Hamburg over Lloyd v. Guihert, and for the 
" general maritime law," but the point was not necessary to the 
decision. In The Wilhelm Schmidt (<), in the same year, the 
master of a German ship had entered into a charter with German 
subjects at Constantinople, to carry a cargo to a port in England 
for orders, thence to a port in England or on the continent. 
The charter and bill of Jading were in the English language, 
and the ship was ordered to discharge in England. Questions 
arose as to liability for delay through fear of capture, and Sir E. 
Phillimore held that the general character of the charter, and 
the fact that England was the ultimate place of performance, 
showed that the charter should be construed by the English law. 



(q) The reasoning of Cotton, L.J., in The Gaetano and Maria (1882), U R. 7 P. D. 
at p. 149, also neatly exposes the fallacy of the distinction. 
(r) (1869), L. R. 2 A. & E. 289 ; 2 P. C. 605. 
(«) (1871), L. R. 3 A. & E. 436. 
(0 25 L. T. 34. 
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bnt his judgment in favonr of the plaintiff concluded by saying 
that the German law was even more favonrable to him than the 
English law, so the point as to which law should prevail was 
not vital in the case. 

In The San Boman (u) in 1872, a German ship was chartered 
by Englishmen, the charter being executed in London and 
Hamburg, the port of call for orders and port fixed for delivery 
being in England. Sir B. Phillimore said : " The question as 
to the reasonableness of the delay with reference to apprehen- 
sion of capture seems to me ... to be properly governed by the 
law of the place of performance (i.e. England) ... It has 
been argued that these opinions conflict with the decision in 
Lloyd V. Guihert. It is not necessary to decide this point, or 
whether the case of Lloyd v. Guibert be reconcilable with the 
decision of the Privy Council in The Hamburg, because upon this 
question of the reasonableness of delay there is really no sub- 
stantial difference between the law of England and Germany." 
And the Privy Council say : " It is unnecessary to determine 
whether this case ought to be decided according to the law of 
England or Germany, because there is no practical distinction 
on the subject in the law of the two countries." 

It will be noted that in the last three cases Sir E. Phillimore 
expressed his preference for The Hamburg over Lloyd v. Guibert ; 
but it is submitted that the result of the recent decision in the 
Court of Appeal in the The Gaetano e Maria («?) is to cast great 
doubt on the decision in The Hamburg, to support and widen 
Lhyd V. Gilbert, and to render the decisions in The San Boman 
and The Wilhelm Schmidt, untrustworthy authorities. In the 
two last cases we have decisions of Sir E. Phillimore to the effect 
that delay in the delivery of a cargo through fear of capture is a 
matter to be dealt with by the law of the place of performance, 
as to which he declines to decide whether it is or is not incon- 
sistent with Lloyd v. Guibert, or whether the latter case is not 
inconsistent with The Hamburg ; while in each case the alterna- 
tive laws of construction were identical in their provisions, and 
whichever was adopted the immediate result was the same. 
But in The Gaetano e Maria, Brett and Cotton, L J^J., after con- 
sidering both The Hamburg and Lhyd v. Guibert, reverse the 
judgment of Sir E. Phillimore, which was expressly based on 
2%e Hamburg, and in terms lay down that (w), " acting upon the 
principles of Lhyd v. Guibert, and upon the principle which arises 
from the mercantile transaction itself, the man who puts his 
goods on board a foreign ship authorizes the owner of that 
vessel, and his agent, the captain, to deal with those goods ac- 
cording to the law of the country to which that vessel belongs." 
Now the delay in delivery from fear of capture which existed 

(«) L. R. 3 Adm. 583, 593; L. R. 5 P. C. 301, 305. 
(v) L. R. 7 P. D. 1, 137 (1882). 
(M?) im, pp. 148, 149. 
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in The San Boman and The Wilhelm Schmidt, was clearly a deal- 
ing of the captain with the goods, and should therefore, on the 
authority of the Court of Appeal, be dealt with according to the 
law of the flag, in the absence of any express evidence of con- 
trary intention of the parties, and not according to the law of 
the place of performance. 

Similarly the case of The Hamburg was treated by the Court 
as inconclusiTC, Brett, L.J., saying that it resulted from failure 
to give evidence that the ship was a foreign ship, and under a 
law different from the English. " I cannot, therefore," continued 
the Lord Justice, " think that The Hamburg is in conflict with 
the present case, or with the case of Lloyd v. Cruibert;" and 
Cotton, L.J., took the same view. Without discussing whether 
this was really the result of The Hamburg, it is quite clear that 
the authority of that case, as deciding that the validity of a 
bottomry bond on, or the construction of a charter of, a foreign, 
ship bound for England, is to be decided, in the absence of ex- 
press evidence of a contrary intention, by English law, as the 
law of the place of performance, is gone, as far as the Court of 
Appeal is concerned. 

While the Court put Lloyd v. Gutbert on a different footing 
from the case it was then deciding, saying that Lloyd v. Chiibert 
was a case of construction of a charter, and The Oaetano e Maria 
a question of the master's authority arising from the sMpment 
of goods on board a foreign ship, they yet distinctly approve 
and act upon the principle of Lloyd v. Gutbert, that in the absence 
of contrary intention shown, the construction of the charter of a 
foreign ship, and the incidents arising thereunder are to be 
decided by the law of the ship's flag. 

It is therefore submitted that Article 7 represents the existing 
law, and that the cases of The Hamburg, The San Boman, and 
The Wilhelm Schmidt, cannot be considered as trustworthy 
authorities for anything at variance with that article. 



Article 8. — Evidence of Usage, when Admissible. 

A charter is so far conclusive as to the terms of the con- 
tract expressed in it, that what is not in the charter cannot 
be part of the terms. 

To this there is an exception that customs of trade are 
tacitly incorporated in the contract, though not expressed in 
it (x), on the ground that the parties to the contract must 

(ar) Robinson v. MoUett (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 802, at p. 811, per Blackburn, J. 
See also Brett, J., at p. 819, and Lord Chelmsford, p. 836. On the nature of a 
" custom of trade," see per Willes, J., in Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B., N. S. 
at p. 662. 
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be presumed to have contracted with reference to such 
customs (y). 

Customs of trade may control the mode of performance of 
a contract, but cannot change its intrinsic character {z). 
Thus if the express terms of the charter are inconsistent with 
the alleged usage, eyidence of the usage will not be admis- 
sible (a). 

Eyidence of usage is therefore admissible to explain 
ambiguous (h) mercantile expressions in a charter, or to add 
incidents, or to annex usual terms and conditions which are 
not inconsistent with the written contract between the parties, 
but not for any further purpose (c). 

It is still more admissible to explain the contract of which 
a bill of lading is evidence, as the bill of lading is not the 
contract, but only evidence of the contract (d). . 

Usages or customs to be enforced by the Courts must 
be, 1. reasonable ; 2. certain ; 3. consistent with the con- 
tr6U5t ; 4. universally acquiesced in ; 5. not contrary to law. 

Note. — The nature of a binding custom has been thus illus- 
trated : " In order that the shippers should be taken to haye 
impliedly given leave to stow the goods on deck, the shipowners 
must prove a practice so general and universal in the trade, and 
in the particular port from which the goods were taken, that every- 
one shipping goods there must be taken to knowthat other people's 
goods, if not his goods, might probably be stowed on^jdeck " (e). 

I. Cases in which evidence of usage has been held admis- 
sible. 

Case 1. — Charter between A. and C, a foreigner, from Riga to Liverpool, 
containing clauses : ** the steamer to be discharged in ten working days. 
Discharging dock to be ordered on arrival at Liverpool.** Evidence was 
tendered of a custom of the port of Liverpool, that in the case of timber 
ships lay-days commenced on the mooring of the ship at the quay where 

(y) Kirchner v, Venus (1859), 12 Moore* P. C. 361, 399. 

(«) MolleU V. Robinson (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 656, per Willes, J., see also L. R. 
7 H. L. at p. 836. 

(a) See footnote, ante, p. 15. 

(6) E. g. " freight," which is a well-nnderstood term in a contract, cannot be 
explained by usage; Krall v. Burnett (1877), 25 W. R. 305; though its method 
of payment, which varies in each port, can : Brown v. Byrne (1854), 3 £. & B. 
702 ; Falkner v. Earle (1863), 3 B. &. S. 360 ; The Norway (1865), 3 Moore P. C, 
N. S. 245. 

(c) JRobinson v. MoOett (1875), L. R. 7 H. L., pp. 802, 815, per Mellor, J. 

(d) See Andrew v. Moorhouse (1814), 5 Taunton, 435. 

(e) Newall v. Royal Exchange Shipping Co. (1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868, at p. 869. 
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she was to discharge. Hdd admissible, as explaining the meaning of 
*^ arrival at Liverpool " ; inadmissible, if its effect was to vary or add to 
the terms of the charter, unless it was proved to have been known to both 
parties (/). 

Case 2. — ^D. entered into a charter with A. '* as agents for merchants,*' 
and signed it " as agents for merchants." Evidence was tendered of a 
custom that if D.'s principal were not disclosed within a reasonable 
time, D. was personally liable. Hdd admissible, as not inconsistent or 
irreconcileable with the written contract, but as adding in a certain 
contingency a collateral provision for liability. Senible, per Brett, J., 
that evidence that D. was from the first liable as principal, would not be 
admissible as contradicting the contract (g). 

Case 3. — A charter was made ** on condition of the ship's taking a cargo 
of not less than 1000 tons of weight and measurement." Held, that the 
proportions of weight and measurement tonnage were to be ascertained by 
oral evidence of the usage of the port of loading (h). 

Case 4.— A ship was chartered "to proceed to a port in the Bristol 
Channel, or so near thereto as she may safely get at all times of tide and 
always afloat, and deliver the same, eight running days to be allowed 
for discharging the cargo." The ship was ordered to Z., and entered the 
port of Z. : a custom of the port of Z. was proved that vessels too heavily 
laden to proceed in the port beyond Y., were lightened at Y., and pro- 
ceeded by canal to Z. and there finished unloading ; and that the times 
of unloading at Y and Z. counted in the lay-days, but not the time spent 
in proceeding along the canal. Held admissible, as not inconsistent with 
the charter (i). 

Case 5. — ^Wool was shipped from Odessa under a bill of lading, *' freight 
to be paid in London on delivery at SOs. per ton, gross weight, tallow, 
grain or seed in proportion as per London Baltic printed rates." Held, 
that evidence of the customs of the Russian trade was admissible to 
explain this bill of lading, though the defendant, the consignee under it, 
was wholly unconnected with the Russian trade (j). 

Case 6.-»A bill of lading stated that goods shipped at X. were deViver- 
able at Z., " he or they paying freight for the said goods, five-eighths of a 
penny per pound — with 5 per cent, primage and average accustomed." 
Held, that evidence of a custom of Z. to deduct three months' discount on 
freights on goods from X. was admissible (k). 

Note, — In general, therefore, the term " loading " will be oon- 
Btmed by the usages of the port of loading (l), " discharge " 
by the usages of the port of discharge (m), the method of pay- 



(/) 8, 8, Norden v. Dempsey (1876), L. R., 1 C. P. D. 654, and see note, 
post, p. 19. 

(g) Hutchinson v. Tatham (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 482. 

(A) Pust v. Dowie (1864), 5 B. & S. 20. 

(0 Nielsen v. Wait (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 516 ; 16 Q. B. D. 67 (C. A.) / 

O) Russian Steam Naoigaiion Company v. De Silva (1863), 13 C. B., N. S. 610. 

Ik) Broum v. Byrne (1854), 3 E. & B. 702. See also Falkner v. Earle (1863), 
3 B. & S. 360 ; and The Norway (1865), 3 Moore, P. C, N. S. 246, and compare 
case 7, sub, 

(0 E.g, The Skandinav (1881), 51 L. J. P. 93; Fullagsen v. Walford (1883), 
1 C. & E. 198 ; Cuthbert v. Cvmmmg (1855), 11 Ex. 405 ; Leidemcmn v. Schultz 
(1853), 14 C. B. 38 ; Laujsonx. Burness (1862), 1 H. & C. 396. 

(m) Marzetti v. Smith (1883), 49 L. T. 580 ; Petrocochino v. Bott (1874), 
L. R. 9 C. P. 355 ; Aste v. Stumore (1884), 1 C. & E. 319. 
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ment of freight by the usages of the port where freight is pay- 
able (n). This is done on the principle that "where the 
performance of a contract has reference to a particular trade, 
the party contracting is necessarily obliged to make himself 
acquainted, by due inquiry, with the usages of that trade " (o). 

IL Gases where evidence of usage has been held inadmis- 
sible. 

Case 7. — ^A bill of lading contained the claufie " freight payable in 
London." Evidence was tendered that this meant by the custom of the 
steam shipping trade ^freight payable in advance in London." Hdd 
inadmissibley the word '* freight" being miambiguons, and there being 
nothing in the context to qualify it (p). 

Case 8. — A charter *' to a safe port, or as near thereto as she can safely 
get, and always lay and discharge afloat" Evidence was tendered of a 
custom of the port of Z., to lighten ships outside the port, if they were 
laden too deep to enter the port, and then require them to proceed into 
port. Held inadmissihley as inconsistent with the contract, and as being 
a custom to apply to a contract where the ship was only bound to go 
into Z., sometlung to be done before she got to Z. (q). 

Case 9.-^ A charter to deliver ^ at Z., or so near thereto as the vessel 
could safely get." Evidence was tendered of a custom of the port of Z. 
by which the consignee was only bound to take delivery at Z. Held 
inadmissible, as inconsistent with the charter (r). 

(7a»6 10. — Evidence was tendered of a " universal custom " of merchants 
to deduct from the bill of lading freight, the value of goods which, though 
mentioned in the bill of lading, have never actually been put on board. 
Held inadmissible, as a mere mode of carrying on business and of settling 
accounts, and not a practice of merchants creating rights between the 
parties to the contract (s). 

Case 11. — In an action by the indorsee of mate's receipts given at X., 
against an English captain for delivering goods laden at X. to indorsees of 
a bill of lading, evidence was offered of a custom at X., that mate's 
receipts are negotiable instruments, passing the property in the goods by 
indorsement without notice to the shipowner, and that the master is bound 
only to sign bills of lading on delivery of the mate's receipts, or if he 
has already signed bills of lading, should sign a second set for the holder 
of the mate's receipt, to whom alone he must deliver the goods. Held, 
unreasonable and not binding on captains or shipowners (t). 

Case 12. — A charter required the freighter to pay **95s. per ton on 
goods shipped at X. for Z., cotton to be taken at fifty cubic feet per ton." 
Evidence was tendered of a custom at X., that the measurement before the 
goods were shipped should be accepted. Held admissible, but displaced by 



(n) Case 6, ante. 

(o) Per Willes, J., in Bussian Co. v. De SUva (1863), 13 C. B., N. S. 610, 617, 
and see cases and rules laid down in notes to Wigglesworth v. Dailison, 1 Smith, 
L. C, 8th ed., pp. 602-626. 

(p) Krall V. BumeU (1877), 25 W. R. 305. See also Lems v. Marshall (1844), 
7 M. & G. 729, where evidence that " freight " included " passage money," was 
rejected ; and Cockbum v. Alexander (1848), 6 C. B. 791. 

(q) The Alhambra (C. A.) 1881, L. R. 6 P. D. 68. 

(r) ffayton v. /rwm (1879), 5 C. P. D. 130. 

(s) Per Willes, J., in Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B., N. S. 646, 662. 

(0 Hathesing^. Laing (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 92. 
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proof of the objection of the captain to so receive them, of their measure- 
ment on board by the captain, and his delivery to the shippers of a note of 
his measurement (u). 

Note. — The line between admissibility and rejection of evi- 
dence of custom is very difficult to draw, and some of the cases, 
notably Hutchinson v. Tatham (x), are hard to reconcile with any 
clear principle. In one sense the contract must always be 
varied by the admission of evidence of custom, inasmuch as the 
construction of the contract by the Court would not be the same 
without the parol evidence, or else such evidence would be un- 
necessary. The whole question has been fully discussed in 
Bohinson v. Mollet (1875), L. K. 7 H. L. 802. Another difficulty 
arises from the apparent conflict between the dicta in Kirchner 
V. Venus (y) and S. 8. Norden v. Dempsey (z) to the effect that 
customs do not bind one ignorant of them ; and such cases as 
Hohertson v. Jackson (a) and Hudson v. Ede (6), where customs 
of a port were held to bind persons ignorant of them. The ex- 
planation seems to be that, in the latter class of cases, custom is 
introduced to explain the meaning a word bears in the charter ; 
e.g., the parties are presumed to have meant by "loading," 
" loading as carried out at the port of loading," but what this 
is can only be construed by the customs of the port of loading. 
The fact that a person, who has contracted to ** load " at a 
certain port, is ignorant of how "loading" is conducted at 
that port, cannot saVe him from being bound by the ordinary 
method of loading there. On the other hand, when, as in the 
former class of cases, something is sought to be added to the 
charter, beyond the language the parties have used, it may 
fairly be required that both parties be shewn to have known of 
this addition, and therefore to have contracted with regard to it. 



Article 9. — Printed Forma of Contract 

Questions of mistake in the expression of intention fre- 
quently arise in the case of charters effected by filling in 
printed forms, where parts of the printed form, left in by 
inadvertence, are in direct. contradiction to clauses written in 
the form {e) : in these cases the written clause should usually 

(ti) Bottomley v. Forbes (1838), 5 Bing. N. C. 121. See also Buckle v. Knoop 
(1867), L. R. 2*Ex. 125. 
(jp) Vide supra, case 2. 
(y) (1859), 12 Moore, P. C. 361, 399. 
Iz) (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. at p. 662. 
(a) (1845), 2 C. B. 412. 
(6) (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 413. 
(c) Carious charters result from the filling in of time charters on printed 

c 2 
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prevail, as clearly expressing the intention of the parties (i). 
It is unnecessary to find a meaning in the particular charter 
for eyery word of a common printed form {e). 

Case l.»-A charter contained a printed clause that cargo at Z. '' should 
be brought to and taken from alongside at owner's risk and expense ;" and 
a written one : '* cargo at Z. as customary.'* The custom at Z. is that the 
ship pays for the lighterage. Eddy that of these contradictory clauses the 
written one should prevail (as being obviously intended by the parties) (/). 

Case 2. — -A charter for outward voyage from X. only, on a printed form 
had a printed memorandum in the margin : " commission to be paid to 0. 
to whom the vessel is to be addressed on her return to X." Held, that oral 
evidence was essential to shew that the memorandum was part of the con- 
tract (g). 

Case 3. — A printed charter between A. and 0. contained a clause in 
print : " the ship being now warranted tight and strong." No evidence of 
inadvertence in both parties as to this clause was given, and Erie, C.J^ 
cautioned the jury against getting rid of a clause by oral evidence of mis- 
understanding (h). 



Article 10. — AUeratiom in Contract 

An alteration, addition, or erasure in a charter after 
signature, made and assented to by one party only, voids the 
charter (t) ; mutual assent may effect such alteration (h). 



forms intended for voyage charters, and vice versa. A similar result in a policy 
of insurance puzzled the Courts in Stewart v. Merchants^ Insurance Co. (1885), 
L. R. 16 Q. B. D. 627. 

(cO Scrwtton v. Childs (1877), 36 L. T. 212. 

(e) Per Brett, J., and other Judges in Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522, 
536, 550, 557 ; Pearson y. Goschen (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 353, 373, 376 ; but 
see Maclean v. Fleming (1871), 2 L. R. H. L. (Sc.) 128. 

(/) ScruUon v. Childs (1877), 36 L. T. 212. See also Alsager v. St. Kath. Docks 
(1845), 14 M. & W. at p. 799 : Moore v. 5arm (1876), L. R. 1 App. C. 318, 327 ; 
where the written clauses required the ship to deliver to a railway and forward 
to Toronto, and there was a printed clause " goods to be taken from alongside by 
consignee immediately the vessel is ready to discharge, or otherwise they will be 
landed and stored at expense of consignee." 

{g) ffibbert Y.Owen (1859), 2 F. & F. 502. 

(A) Dixon V. fferiot (1862), 2 F. & F. 760. 

(0 Crookewit v. Fletcher (1857), 1 H. & N. 893, 912. 

Ik) Hail V. Brown (1814), 2 Dow, H. L. 367. 
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SECTION n. 
Pabties to the Contbaot. 

Article 11. — TVho are Principals. 

EviDENOE to expressly contradict a statement in the 
charter as to the parties to it will not be admitted (a), in 
the absence of mutual mistake (b), or parol agreement 
between the parties (c). But where the charterparty con- 
tains a statement leaving it ambiguous whether a particular 
person was intended to be personally liable under it, or 
where a person who did not execute the charter denies that 
he oyer gave any authority for its execution, parol evidence 
of the real contract between the parties or of whether there 
was any real contract will be admissible (d). 

Case 1. — ^B. signed a charter as '' owner of the good ship Awm ^ : evidence 
was tendered to prove that he signed as agent for A., the real owner. Edd^ 
inadmissible to contradict the special description in the charterparty, or to 
allow A. to sue (e). 

Case 2. — ^D. entered into a charter with A., as " D., agents for merchants," 
and signed himself " D,, as agents for merchants." Semble (per Brett, J.), 
that evidence that D. from the beginning was held liable as principal was 
not admissible in face of the express statement in the contract (/). 

Case 3. — ^In a printed charter between G. and A., the name of K., who 
was not a party to the charter, was by mistake left as charterer. To the 
plea that A. had not contracted with C, a reply that the intention was 
to make a contract between A. and C, but that K.'s name had been left in 
by mistake, was. held good in law, without reforming the contract (b). 

Case 4. — A charter with A. was signed by D., " For C. and Co., D. 
and Co. agents." In an action by A. against D., D. set up an express 
parol agreement between A. and D., that D.'s signature was only to be 



(a) ffunible v. Hunter (1848), 12 Q. B. 310. See also Lucas y. De la Cour 
(1813), 1 M. & S. 249. 

(6) Breslauer v. Barwick (1876), 36 L. T. 52. 

(c) Wake V. ffarrop (1862), 6 H. & N. 768; 1 H. & C. 202; Oowie v. Witt 
(1874), 23 W. R. 76. 

(d) See ante, Article 6. 

(4 Btmble v. Hunter (1848), 12 Q. B. 310. 

(/) Hwtchinscm v. TaV^m (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 482. 
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as agent, and was not to render him liable as principal Eddy a good 
defence (jg). 

Com 6. D* signed a charter with A. ^ for C. D. agent," and in an action 
asainst him by A., gave evidence that at the time of signing he told A. 
that he (IX^ was not liable, but that C. was. A. admitted this, bat said 
he remainea silent, and did not assent. Hdd, evidence to go to the jury 
of express agreement that D. should not be liable, which would be a good 
defence (A). 

Note, — Thifl proposition is apparently contradicted by four 
oases (It), In achmaltz v. Avery (t) C. had entered into a charter 
between " A., and 0. k Go., agents of the freighter/' and con- 
taining the clause : '' this charter being concluded on behalf of 
another party, it is agreed that all responsibility on the part of 
C. & Co. shall cease as soon as the cargo is shipped." At the 
trial it was proved, no objection being taken to the evidence, 
that 0. was the real freighter. The Court of Queen's Bench 
expressly noted that the evidence had not been objected to, and 
admitted that it, '' strictly speaking, contradicted the charter, 
yet/' they continued, *' the defendant does not appear to be 
prejudiced ; for, as he was regardless who the real freighter was, 
it should seem that he trusted for his freight to the lien on the 
cargo" (and not to the person of any particular freighter). 
*' But there is no contradiction of the charter if the plaintiff can 
be considered as filling two characters, namely, those of agent 
and principal ... he might contract as agent for the freighter, 
whoever tnat freighter might turn out to be, and might still 
adopt the character of freighter himself if he chose." 

In Oarr v. Jackson (m), where the charter was made between 
A. and D., but contained the clause, *' this charter being con- 
cluded by D. on behalf of another party resident abroad," D.'s 
liability is to cease on his shipping the cargo. Parke, B., said, 
"the defendant would have been responsible for the freight 
of the goods if it had been shewn that he was the real principal 
in the matter; and the charter which professes to be entered 
into by him as agent, would not preclude such evidence being 
given." 

In Adams v. Hall (n) B. entered into a charter as " B., for 
owners of the ship 5./' and signed it " for owners, B." In the 
Court below three letters written by B. were admitted without 
objection to prove that B. was the owner of the S., and the 
Divisional Court, noting the absence of objection to the evi- 
dence, said that the signatures to the charter were consistent 



(g) Wake v. Harrop (1862), 1 H. & C. 202. 
(A) Cowie V. Witt (1874), 23 W. R. 76. 

Ik) Jenkins v. Hutchinson (1849), 13 Q. B. 744 ; Schmaltz v. Avery (1851), 16 
Q. B. 655 ; Carr v. Jackson (1852), 7 Exch. 382 ; Adams v. ffall (1877) ,37 L. T. 70. 
(/) (1851), 16 Q. B. 655, 658, 663. 
(m) (1852), 7 Exch. 382, 385. 
(n) (1677) 37 L. T. 70. 
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with B.'s ownership, and that the letters did not contradict, but 
removed ambiguity in, the charter, and could therefore be used 
to explain the position of B. 

In Jenkins v. Hutchinson (o) B. entered into a charter " be- 
tween A. and C," and signed it ** B., pro A." A. had given B. 
no authority to make the charter, and did not adopt it. The 
Court held that " a party who executes an instrument in the 
name of another, whose name he puts to the instrument, and 
adds his own name as agent for that other, cannot be treated as 
a party to that instrument, and be sued upon it, urdess it he shevm 
that he was the real principaV (which seems to imply that 
evidence for such a purpose was admissible). 

In only one of these four cases, Carr v, Jackson, did the question 
of the admissibility of the evidence directly arise, and even there, 
as the evidence tendered was itself held insufficient, its admissi- 
bility or inadmissibility was not vital. In two of them (p) 
such evidence was admitted without objection in the Court 
below, and the higher Court had to deal with it as already 
admitted ; and in the fourth case (q), the Court suggested that 
such evidence would have been admissible in a state of facts not 
before them. Moreover, in three out of the four cases (r), the 
evidence was admitted to prove that an agent professing to con- 
tract for an undisclosed principal, was himself that principal, 
and in Jenkins v. Hutchinson the Court suggested that the evi- 
dence might be admitted for that purpose ; while in Schmaltz v. 
Avery the Court held that such a change of front, the agent de- 
claring himself as the principal, who was before undisclosed, was 
not inconsistent with the ordinary terms of such charterparties. 

But Hutchinson v. Tdtham (i) was also a case of an agent con- 
tracting for an undisclosed principal. The aeent was held to be 
personally liable, on a custom imposing sucn a liability, if the 
agent did not disclose his principal within a reasonable time ; 
but in so deciding, Bovill, C. J., said, " Apart from the evidence 
of custom, it is quite clear that upon a contract framed as this 
is (t), the defendants could not be personally liable. It appears 
on the face of the contract they are contracting on behalf of 
somebody else " ; and Brett, J ., said, " it is clear that without 
evidence of custom the defendants would not be liable as princi- 
pals. So strong do I consider the terms of the contract in this 
respect, taking the terms in the body and the signature together 
that were evidence offered to shew that from the heginniny the defen- 
dants were liable as principals, I should he prepared not to admit 



(o) (1849), 13 Q. B. 744, 752. 
(p) Schmaltz v. Avery ; Adams ▼. HaU, 
(jf) Jenkins ▼. Hutchinson. 

(r) Schmaltz v. Avery ; Carr v, Jackson ; Adams v. HalL 
(s) (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 482. 

(f) I,e., '^ as agents for merchants,'' both in the signature, and the body of the 
charter. 
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it" (w). This is clearly in direct conflict with the judgment of 
Park, B., in. Carr v. Jaekgon. 

It is Bubmitted that ench evidence is aa a matter of principle 
Qot admiBsible, aa directly contradicting the terms of a written 
docament ; and if admissible, it can only be on the groirnds to 
the limited extent indicated in Schmaltz v. Avery, viz. : — 

Where a man parports to contract aa agent for an wtdia- 
dosed principal, evidence is admissible to show that the agent 
himself is thai undisclosed principal, sack a double character 
of the agent not beijig inconaisteat with the terms of the 
charter. 

Yet thiB is contrary to the dictum of Brett, J., in Hutchinson v, 
Talham (x), and must be further qualified by the leeerration 
that: 

D. entering into a charter aa on agent, cannot diacloBe 
himself as principal if the other party relied on D.'e character 
as agent alone, and would not have contracted with D. as 
principal, had he known D. to be bo (y). 



Article 12. — When am, Agent hinds his Principal. 

A. person professing to act as agent will bind his alleged 
principal by a charterparty if that principal has ; — 

(1.) given him express authority to make such a con- 
contract. 
(2.) placed bim in a position of implied authority, or 

held him ont as having such authority. 
(3.) afterwards ratified the contract purporting to be 
made on his behalf. 

Case. — On a charter signed " C. per proc of D.," it was proved that D. 
was allowed by G. to act as bis general ageut. Held, that C. was liable 
in the charter, though in making it, J), had exceeded C.'s special in- 
Btnictdons (z). 

(tt) See also pet Cockban, C.J., in Fleet v. Morton (1,872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 136 ; 
Hilt, J., in Dealimdm v, Qregory (1860), 2 E. & E. 602, 607. 
(a) Vide si^ra. 

(j) Sdanalta t. Afiery (1851), 16 Q. B. e55,;iit p. 662. 
(i) Smith V. Jtfofluire (1858), 3 H. & K. 554. 
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Article 13. — When Agent is personally liable as Prindpai. 

Whether or not a person, professing to have signed the 
charter as agent, can sue and be sued as principal, depends, 
apart from custom or express agreement, on the intention 
of the parties, to be gathered from the terms and signature 
of the charterparty, and the conduct of the parties in con- 
nection with the contract (a). 

Where a person signs the charter in his own name without 
qualification, he is, prima faciey deemed to contract person- 
ally, and, in order to prevent this liability from attaching, it 
must be clear from the other portions of the charterparty 
that he did not intend to bind himself as principal (Jb). 

Note, — An agent wishing to protect himself from personal 
liability should state in the body of the charter that it is made 
by him as agent for the charterer or shipowner, and sign it " D., 
as agent for the charterer " (or shipowner). Li this case, if no 
other clause in the charter shews an intention to make the agent 
personally liable, he cannot be sued on the charter ; unless he 
does not disclose his principal, and a custom that an agent so 
failing to disclose is personaUy liable is proved to exist in that 
trade or port (c). 

I. Cases where an agent has been held liable as prin- 
cipal (d). 

Case 1. — Charter between A. and "D. on behalf of C," afterwards 
referred to as " the parties " : signed by A. and D. Held, D. was a party 
to the contract, and could sue and be sued under it (c). 

Case 2. — Charter between C. and ** B. for owners of the S.," signed " for 
owners, B." Edd, ambiguous, but when construed with letters (not 
objected to), to render B. personally liable (/). 



(a) A person may by his conduct have estopped himself from denying that he 
is personally liable : Hermann v. Boyal Exchange Shipping Co, (1884), 1 C. & E. 
413 : where a well-known line put on to the berth an extra steamer, and were held 
by their conduct and the foinn of the bill of lading estopped from saying that they 
were not the parties contracting to carry. 

(6) Hough V. Manzanos (1879), 4 Ex. D. 104. 
. (c) Per Bovill, C.J., and Brett, J., Hutchinson v. Taiham (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 
482. See also brokers* cases : Fairlie v. Fentm (1870), L. R. 5 Ex. 169 ; Gadd v. 
H&ughton (1876), L. R. 1 Ex. D, 357 (C.A.); Southwell v. Bowditch (1876), L. R. 
1 C. P. D. 100, 374 (CA.) 

(d) See also Oglesby v. Yglesias (1858), E. B. & E. 930 ; Schmaltz v. Avery (1851). 
16 Q. B. 655 ; Paice v. Walker (1870), L. R. 5 Ex. 173, which has been doubted 
by James, L.J., in Gadd v, Houghton (1876), L. R. 1 Ex. D. 357; Weidner v. 
Hoggett (1876), 1 C. P. D. 533. 

(e) Cooke V. Wilson (1856), 1 C. B., N. S. 153. 
(/) Adams v. Hall (1877), 37 L. T. 70. 
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Case 3. — Charter between A. and **D., merchants" — "to load from 
factor of said merchants . . . thirty running days to be allowed said 
merchants *' — signed " by authority of and as agents for C, of Memel, 
pro D." Held, D. was personally liaUle (jg). 

Cctse 4. — Charter between A. and "D., agent for C.,** signed "D." 
Held, D. was personally liable (A). 

CcL&e 5. — Charter between A. and ''D., as ac:ents for charterers . . . 
ship to load from agents of said freighters (= D.) . . . captain to sign 
bills of lading at any freight reauired by charterers (= D.) . . . This 
charter being entered into on behiuf of others, it is agreed that all liability 
of charterers (=s D.) shall cease on completion of the loading." Signed 
'* D." Edd^ D. was personally liable (t). 

IL Cases where agent has been held not personally liable. 

CoBe 6. — ^B. entered into a charter " between A. and C.,*' and signed it 
'' B. pro A." A. had given B. no authority to make this contract, and did 
not adopt it. Edd, that B., who had executed the charter in the name of 
another, and added his own name only as agent for that other, could not 
be treated as a party to the charter and sued upon it, {quare, unless it 
could be shewn he was the real principal (/)). 

Case 7. — Charter between A. and " D., as agents to C, merchant and char- 
terer." Signed " for C, D. as agent ; for A., B. as a^ent." Eeld^ that D. 
was not personally liable, upon a contract which both in its body and its 
signature was expressed to be made by him '* as agent " (h). 

Case 8. — Charter between ** B., acting for owners of the ship," and C. : 
" B. undertakes to pay demurrage on barges." Edd, by Bramwell, L.J., 
that B. was not personally liable (V). 

Case 9. — Charter between A. and " D., as agents for merchants." 
Signed " D., as agents for merchants." Edd^ that, apart from custom, 
D. would not be personally liable (m). 

Note. — An ingenious point has been taken with varying suc- 
cess, where an agent has been held personally liable on charters 
which also contain a cesser clause, t.e., "this charter being 
entered into on behalf of others, it is agreed that all liability of 
agents shall cease on shipping of the cargo," or words to that 
effect. In Ogleshy v. Yglesias (») it was held by Erie and 
Crompton, JJ., that the agent, though personally liable on the 
charter, was freed by such a clause from all liability after ship- 



(g) Lennard y. Eobinson (1885), 5 £. & B. 125. 

(A) Parker v. Winhw (1857), 7 E. & B. 942. 

(0 Hough V. Manzanos (1879), L. R. 4 Ex. D. 104. 

Ij) Jenkins v. Hutchinson (1849), 13 Q. B. 744. Vide ante, note to Article 11, 
pp. 22-24. 

(A) Deslandes v. Gregory (I860), 2 E. & E. 602, but in Hough y. Manzanos 
(1879), L. R. 4 Ex. D. 104, Pollock, B., held that the words " as agents for 
charterers " in the body of the agreement are ambiguoos. See, howeyer, Hutchtn- 
son y. Tatfiamf vide supra. 

(I) Wagstaff y. Anderson (1880), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 171. Judgment proceeded 
partly on the ground that " shiphi'okers do not usually act for themselyes." 

(m) See note (c) ante, p. 25. 

(n) (1858), E. B. & E. 930. 
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ping of cargo. On the other hand, in Schmaltz v. Avery (o), 
Patteson, J., delivering the judgment of the Court, said ; *' There 
is nothing in the argument that the plaintiff's responsibility is 
expressly made to cease 'as soon as the cargo is shipped,' for 
that limitation plainly applies only to his character as agent, 
and being real principal, his responsibility would unquestion- 
ably continue after the ci^rgo was shipped." 

Of these contradictory decisions that in Ogleahy v, YgUsias (p) 
seems the more consistent with principle. If the plaintiffs relied 
on the defendant's character as principal, then with their eyes 
open they have agreed to the insertion of a clause directly limit- 
ing his liabilities, and the erroneous recital that he acts for another 
will not affect the question. And this is not inconsistent with 
the recent case of Gullichaen v. Stewart (q) ; for there, though 
persons, exempted from liability'after loading by a cesser clause, 
were yet held liable for freight, it was on the subsequent con- 
tract in the bill of lading ; on the charter alone they would, it is 
submitted, have been exempt. Barwick v. Bumyeat (r) even 
exempts them on charter and bill of lading together, but is, it 
is submitted, wrong. 



Article 14. — Agent for Undisclosed Principal. 

Where an agent contracts for an undisclosed principal, 
evidence of a custom that the agent is personally liable, if he 
does not disclose his principal within a reasonable time, is 
admissible. 

Case. — ^D. entered into a charter with A., " as agents for merchants," 
and signed it» " as ageuts for merchaots." Held, that evidence of a custom 
that if D. did not disclose to A. within a reasonable time the name of such 
merchants, D. was personally liable on the charter, was admissible (js). 



Article 15. — Agent for Crovm. 

Agents chartering on behalf of the Crown are not per- 
sonally liable {t). 



(o) (1851), 16 Q. B. 655, 663. 

(p) 1858, E. B. & E. 930. 

Iq) (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 317. 

(r) (1877), 36 L. T. 250. Vide suft. Article 18, note p. 35. 

(s) ffutchinson v. Tatham (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 482. On this custom see also 
Dale V. Humfrey (1858), E. B. & E. 1004 ; Fleet v. Murton (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 
126; Sout/iwellY, Bowditch (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 100, 374. 

(t) McBeath v. Haldimand (1786), 1 T. R. 172 ; Unmn v. Wolseley (1787), 
1 T. B. 674 ; Gidley v. Lord Falmerston (1822), 3 B. & B. 275> In exceptional 
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Article 16. — Classes of Agents. 

Agents who may have anthority on behalf of the ship- 
owner to effect charters, sign bills of lading, or do ship's 
business generally, are : 

(a.) The managing owner. 

(b.) Brokers, 

(c.) The Captain. 

(a.) Managing Owner. 

The managing owner is an agent appointed by the other 
owners to do what is necessary to enable the ship to prosecute 
ber voyage and earn freight (w). 

He binds by his action those of his co-owners, who have 
appointed him or expressly assented to his appointment, or 
held him out as having authority, and no others (t;). 

The fiEtct that any person is registered as ^^ managing 
owner " is not conclusive that he has authority to bind his 
co-owners, but may be displaced by evidence of absence of 
authority {w). 

In the absence of express instructions, he has the power to 
procure a charter, and make the contracts necessary to carry 
it out. He has no power, in the absence of such instructions, 
to vary or cancel a charter, still less to agree on behalf of his 
owners to pay money for such cancellation {x). He cannot 



cases the agent may by the form of the charter expressly make himself liable, as 
in (hnningham v. CoUier (1785), 4 Douglas, 233, where Lord Mansfield held such 
an agent liable. 

(w) Barker v. Highley (1863), 15 C. B., N. S. 27, 34; Thomas y. Lev3xs (1878), 
L. R. 4 Ex. D. 18, 23. He used to be called " ship's husband." The ship's hus- 
band now is usually only a servant of the shipowner who undertakes the special 
duty of looking after the ship's equipment and outfit. In the case of the limited 
companies (single ship companies), by which many steamships and sailing vessels 
are now owned, the articles of association provide for the appointment and powers 
of the " managing owner," and shareholders in them will be bound by the ai'ticles. 
By 39 & 40 Vict. c. 80, s. 36 (1876), the name and address of the managing 
owner of every British ship, or of the ship's husband, or person to whom the 
management of the ship is entrusted by the owner must be registered at the 
custom heuse of the ship's port of registry. (See Appendix III.) 

(c) Frazer v. Cuthbertson (1880), L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 93 ; Barker v. Highley, vide 

supra. 

(w) Frazer v. Cuthbertson, vide supra. 
(a?) Thomas v. Lewis, vide supra. 
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against othet* partowners assign the whole freight to secure 
moneys advanced by him (y). 

(b.) Broker. 

A broker's authority to eflfect, vary, or rescind charters 
depends upon his special instructions at that particular time, 
and may be at any moment rescinded. A broker is often held 
out as having authority to engage goods for the vessels of a 
particular shipowner, and to receive the freight for such 
goods, in which case his engagements will bind the shipowner, 
and payment of freight to him will discharge the person 
paying ; but such authority may be rescinded at any time, 
unless the special manner or time of rescinding it has been 
provided for by the agreement between the shipowner and 
broker. 

A clause in a charter providing that the acting broker 
shall receive commission does not make him a party to the 
charter so as to be able to sue on it, but a party to the con- 
tract may sue for such commission as trustee for the 
broker (z). 

Note. — ^The management of a vessel includes : — 
I. — 1. Decisions as to the employment of the ship. 

2. Equipment and repairs of ship, and payment of ac- 

counts. 

3. Engagement and discharge of crew. 

4. Navigation loading and discharge of vessel. 

n. — 1. Chartering the vessel, or engagement of freight for 
her. 

2. Collection of freight. 

3. Entry and clearance of ship, and Customs business. 
The first class of work is considered owner's work; the 

second, broker's work. But the same person may unite the 
functions of managing owner and broker ; some owners do all 
their broker's work in their own office, and the exact division of 
the work varies with each shipowner. 

Brokers who are not owners usually make one of the following 
branches of work their special business : 

I. — Brokers for the sale of ships. 



(y) Guion v. Ihisk (I860), 1 De G. F. & J. 373. 

(z) Nmoa Rafaellina v. Japp (1871), 3 L. R. Adm. 483 ; Robertson v. Wait 
(1853), 8 Ex. 299. 
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IL Chartering brokers^ who find charters for ships, or ships 
for employment. 

These two classes have no authority beyond their specific 
instructions in each particular case. 

m. — Loading brokers, who habitually procure cargoes for 
vessels on the berth for a certain port or trade. Their connection 
with the merchants trading with such ports enables them to gua- 
rantee cargoes for vessels which they undertake to load, while to 
maintain that connection they must provide a fairly regular supply 
of vessels on that berth, by themselves chartering ships if neces- 
sary. They have power to make engagements to carry goods in 
the ship they load ; they collect the freight on the engagements 
they have made, when such freight is payable at the -poTt of 
loading ; and they frequently supervise the stowage of the 
ship, though they do not accept responsibility to the shipowner 
for such stowage. They are paid as a rule by a percentage 
commission on the freight engaged. In certain trades, as the 
Australian, the chief loading brokers have formed a "ring," 
who in return for a merchant's promise to ship all his goods by 
the vessels loaded by the ** ring " at an agreed rate, undertake 
to carry such goods at as low a rate as any vessel that may be 
put on the berth (a). All vessels on the berth which are not 
put in the hands of the " ring " to load, must be prepared to 
suffer severe competition. Some steam lines have specially 
appointed loading brokers, to whom application is made for room 
for goods to be shipped on any ship of the line, and to whom 
freight is paid. Their authority however is determinable by 
the shipowner, either on the terms of their appointment or at a 
moment's notice. On some lines all the loading broker's work 
is done in the managing owner's office. 

Owner's work in foreign ports is done by the captain, or, in 
the case of vessels belonging to a regular line, by the branch 
house abroad, or by the captain, with the advice of the agents 
of the line, but the system of submarine cables has much 
lessened the captain's sphere of direct action abroad. 



(e.) Captain, 

In the absence of express authority from his owners, the 
captain's authority to bind them by a charter only arises 
when he is in a foreign port, when his owners are not there, 
and there is difficulty in communicating with them, and 
when the charter is a usual one in its terras (b). 



(a) For an example of the working of such a ''ring,'* see the facts in Mogul 
S. S. Co. V. Macgregor (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 476. 
(&) Thus the captain has no right without instruction to execute a charter, 
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Before the arrival of his ship in port, no captain has any 
authority in law to bind his owners by letters written to an 
agent in port, asking him to make a charter for the ship 
before its arrival, and a charter so made would not be binding 
on the owners, unless subsequently ratified by them (c). 

flfemofe, (Per Brett, L.J.), that a captain not having any 
authority to make such a contract cannot when in port ratify 
it, so as to bind his owners (c). 

Where the captain is authorized to bind his owners, he 
will incidentally have the power to employ a broker or agent 
for this purpose (d). 

Captains or agents at foreign ports have no authority to 
vary a charter, without express instructions from their 
principal (e), though they have authority to do all things 
necessary to perform the contract (/). 



Article 17. — Who are hotmd by Charters. 

(a.) Part-owner of Shares in Ship. 

Anj part-owner of a ship may object to its employment in 
any particular way, though such employment is under a 
charter made by a managing owner appointed by his co- 
owners, without objection on his part (g). In such a case 
that part-owner will neither share the profits, nor be liable for 
the losses, of such voyage, but will be entitled, in an action 



excluding the right of his owners to freight : Wakhe v. Provan (1853), 8 Ex. at 
p. 850, per Pollock, C.B. See Thomas v. LevnSy L. R. 4 Ex. D. 18. 

(c) The Fanny ; The Mathilda (C.A.), (1883), 48 L. T. 771. The system of 
submarine cables has much lessened the captain's duties in foreign ports, the 
owners now settling the employment of their vessel by telegraph in most cases. 

(d) De Bussche v. Alt (1878), L. R. 8 Ch. D. 286, 310. Story on Agency, par. 
201. 

(ff) Sickens v. Irving (1859), 7 C. B., N. S. 166 ; Burgen v. Sharpe (1810), 
2 Camp. 529. For a case when a charter was so varied, see Holly, Brown (1814), 
2 Dow, 367, 375 ; and for express authority in a charter to so vary, see Wiggins 
V. Johnston (1845), 14 M. & W. 609. 

(/) The captain has authority to settle accounts to be paid for freight and 
demurrage in foreign parts, and to take bills of exchange for the amount, so as 
to bind the shipowner and a purchaser of the ship : Alexander v. Dowie (1857), 
1 H. & N. 152. 

(17) This will hardly apply to Single Ship Companies, which are governed by 
their articles of association. 



32 PURCHASER AND MORTGAQEE. 

of restraint, to a bond from his co-owners to secure the value 
of his share in the ship, before she will be allowed to sail on 
the chartered adventure (A). 

(b.) Piirehaser. 

The purchaser or assignee of a ship under charter, or of 
any share therein, is bound by the charter in existence (i) 
but not for losses in charters which have expired (k). 

(c.) Mortgagor or Mortgagee. 

A mortgagor in possession has by statute (Z) the powers 
of an ordinary owner, except that he must not materially 
impair the value of the mortgagee's security. The mort- 
gagee out of possession is therefore bound by any charter 
which does not impair his security (m), and the burden of 
proving that a charter is of such a nature is on him (n). 

He cannot object to a charter on the ground that its 
performance will involve the ship's leaving the jurisdiction, 
and so render the exercise of his rights more diflScult (n) ; 
nor to an assignment of freight by the mortgagor as gross 
freight, the expenses of the voyage not being paid out of it (o) ; 
nor to a charter making freight payable to a third party (p). 

(A) The Tdlca (1880), L. R. 5 P. D. 169. See also Owton v. Hebden (1745), 
1 Wils. 101 ; Haly v. Qoodsm (1816), 2 Mer. 77. 

(0 Messageries Co, v. Baines (1863), 7 L. T. 763. 

Ik) The Meredith (1885), L. R. 10 P. D. 69. 

(/) 17 & 18 Vict. c. 104, 8. 70. A mortgagee shall not by reason of his mort- 
gage be deemed to be the owner of a ship or of any share thereof, nor shall the 
mortgagor be deemed to have ceased to be owner of such mortgaged ship or share, 
except in so far as may be necessary for making such ship available as a security 
for the mortgage debt. 

(m) Keith v. Burrows (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 636 ; Cdlins v. Lamport (1864), 
34 L. J., N. S. Ch. 196 ; The Fanchon (1880), L. R. 5 P. D. 173 ; De Mattos v. 
Gibson (1S5S\ 4: De G. & J. 276; The Maxima (1S7S\ 39 L. T. 112; Cory y, 
Stewart (1886), Times, L. R. 11. 508 ; ne Kerouh (1886), 55 L. J. Ad. 45 ; 11 
P. D. 92. 

(n) The Fanchon^ vide supra. 

(o) The Edmond (1860), Lush. 57. 

(p) Cory V. Stewart (1886), vide supra. It is doubtful what dealings of the mort- 
gagor will impair the mortgagee's security, t.6., a freight-earning ship. Lord Esher, 
in Cory v. Stewart, vide supra, goes so far as to suggest that if the mortgagee con- 
siders the charter onerous, he should not enter into possession ; but see The Innis- 
fallen (1865), L. R. 1 Adm. 72 ; The Keroula (1886), L. R. 11 P. D. 92 ; 55 L. J. 
Adm. p. 45. 
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A mortgagee of shares out of possession cannot maintain 
an action of restraint. 

SemUe^ that he can if in possession ( j). 



Article 18. — Position of Shipper of Goods on a Chartered Ship. 

Where the ship carrying the goods in respect of which a 
bill of lading is given is under charter, the position of the 
holder of the bill of lading will vary according, as he is 

(a.) Both shipper and charterer. 

(b.) Shipper other than the charterer ; — 

(1) Ignorant of the charter. 

(2) Knowing of the charter. 

(c.) An indorsee from the shipper; — 

(1) Ignorant of the charter. 

(2) Aware of the charter. 

It may also vary according to the powers conferred, by 
charter or otherwise, on the master or broker signing the bill 
of lading (r). 

(a.) Where the Shipper is also the Charterer. 

Where the charterer is himself the shipper, the contract 
of affreightment is contained, as between shipowner and 
charterer, in the charter and bill of lading combined («). 

If the holder of the bill of lading is merely an agent or 
factor of the charterer, he is in the same position as the 
charterer {t). 

The fact that the bill of lading does not contain all the 
terms of the charter, will not therefore negative the presence 
of the omitted terms in the contract of affreightment (a). 

(g) The Innisfallen (1866), L. R. 1 A. & E. 72 ; The Kerouia (1886), 55 L. J. 
Ad. 45; IIP. D. 92. 

(r) See Article 20. 

(a) The San Roman (1872), 3 L. R. Adm. 583, 592 ; Gvllichsen v. Stewart (1884), 
13 Q. B. D. 317 ; Kern v. Dealandes (1861), 10 C. B., N.S. 205 ; Gledstanes y. 
Allen (1852), 12 C. B. 202 ; Small v. Moates (1833), 9 Bing. 574. 

(t) Kern y. Deslandes ; Small v. Moates ; Gledstanes v. AUen, vide supra. 

I) 



34 CHARTER AND 

If new terms or terms contradictory to the charter are 
contained in the bill of lading, they will form part of the 
contract if both parties intended them to be so {u)^ or if their 
agents signing the bill of lading had authority to make such 
variations or additions {x) but not otherwise {y). 

Note, — ^If this is the law, Lord Bramwell's dicUtm in WcLgstaff 
V. Anderson (2), repeated less decidedly in Burdick v. SeweU (a) : 
'* To say that the bill of lading is a contract superseding, adding 
to, or vary in g the former contract contained in the charter, is a 
proposition to which I never can consent ;" must be taken as too 
wide. In ChilUchsen v. Stewart (h) the Court of Appeal clearly 
allowed the bill of lading to impose upon the charterers a liability 
to pay demurrage at the port of discharge, from which the cesser 
clause in the charter had discharged them. 

Case 1. — A ship was chartered, the charter containing a power to the 
master to sign bills of lading without prejudice to the charter, and excep- 
tions inter alia of " restraint of princes." A shipper, who was practically 
identified with the charterer, and fully aware of the charter, obtained a 
bill of lading containing only an exception of perils of the seas. The ship 
was delayed by restraint of princes. Bdd, that the contract of affreight- 
ment was to be found in the charter and bill of lading, and that the one 
exception in the bill of lading did not supersede the several exceptions in 
the charter (c). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered with the usual stipulations for freight, 
demurrage, and a cesser clause. The charterers shipped the cargo them- 
selves, accepting bills of lading, making the goods deliverable to themselves 
at the port of (Sscharge, *' they paying freight and all other conditions as 
per charter.** In an action by ^ipowners against charterers as consignees 
under the bill of lading, for demurrage at the port of discharge : Held^ 
they were liable, for the bill of lading only incorporated those clauses of 
the charter which were consistent with its character as a bill of lading, and 
did not therefore incorporate the ** cesser clause " (d). 

Note, — If instead of expressly incorporating some terms of the 
charter in the bill of lading, the owner had signed, and the 
charterers accepted a bill of lading, binding themselves to pay 
demurrage and freight, without any reference to the charter, 



(tt) Gvilichsen v. Stewart, vide supra ; Bryden v. iVt0&uAr(1884), 1 C. & £. 241. 

(or) See post. Article 20, on Master's and Broker's Authority ; and Rodoconachi y. 
Milhttm (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. 

(y) Caughey v. Gord<m (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 419 ; Pickemell v. Jauberry 
(1862), 3 F. & F. 217. 

(z) C. A. (1880), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 171, at p. 177. 

(a) (1884) L. R. 10 App. C. 105, where he cites Qledstanes y. Alien (1852), 12 
C. B. 202. 
. (6) C.A. (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 317. See also Bryden v. Niebuhr (1884), 1 C. & E. 241. 

(c) San Roman (1872), 3 L. R. Adm. 583, 592. An action in rem against the 
ship ; though the charterer and shipper were nominally different firms, they were 
in fact almost identical, and the decision cannot, it is submitted, be supported, 
except on this ground. 

{d) Gullichsen v. Stewart^ vide supra. See also Bryden v. Niebuhr^ vide supra. 
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this case seems also to show that such a bill of lading would 
have overridden the cesser clause in the charter. Brett, L. J., 
in giving judgment against the charterers, said : '* Pushed to its 
legitimate conclusion, the argument for the charterers would 
free them from liability for freight." The argument was pushed 
so far, it is submitted wrongly, by Denman, J., in Barwick v. 
Bumyeat (e). In that case the charterers, who were also con- 
signees, pleaded that the cesser clause, which exempted them 
by name, after the ship's loading and payment of advance freight, 
from subsequent liability, relieved them from any liability under 
a bill of lading accepted by them, making the goods deliverable 
*' to order or assigns, he or they paying freight for the same, and 
other conditions as per charter '* : and they were held not liable 
for freight. This case was not cited in ChtUichsen v. Stewart 
or Bryden v. Nieluhr, but seems directly contrary to the principle 
of those decisions, and must, it is submitted, be taken as over- 
ruled. 

Case 3. — D., as agent for C, negotiated a charter with A. for a lump 
freight of £735, *' the master to sign bills of lading at any rate of freight 
without prejudice to this charter." C. shipped goods on his own account, 
and the master signed a biU of lading, making the goods « deliverable to 
C. or assigns, paying freight as usual" C. indorsed this bill to D. in part 
payment of advances on the cargo. Held, that D., both as agent for C. and 
as having knowledge of the charter, was liable to A.'s lien for the whole 
freight due under the charter, and not merely for the freight in the bill of 
lading (/). 

(7ase 4. — C. agreed with A. to ship oranges by A.'s ship at 4«. 6c2. per 
box. E., A.'s master, then signed bills of lading for oranges shipped by G. 
at 38. 6c?. per box. Edd, that 0. was liable for freight at 4«. 6^. and was 
not relieved by the bill of lading (^). 

Case 5. — Charterer (C.) agreed to load a full cargo at a freight of " 60». 
per ton in full." The master was paid by the shipowner a fixed salary '* to 
include all charges and allowances." He signed a bill of lading making the 
goods ^ deliverable to order or assigns, he or they paying freight, &c., as 
per charter, with 6 per cent, primage for cash on delivery as customary." 
D., indorsees of the bill of lading as agents of 0., received the cargo at the 
port of discharge. Bddy that the master could not sue D. for primage 
either for himself or for the owner (A). 

Case 6. — C. chartered A.'8 ship, '* master to sign bills of lading, at any 
rate of freight, and as customary at port of loading, without prejudice to the 



t 



[e) (1877), 36 L. T. 250. 

/) Kern v. Dedanses (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 205, based in Fry v. MeroantUe 
Bank (1866), L; B. 1 C. P. 689, on the position that D. really represented C. ; and 
sustainable on that ground, sed qmerCy whether on the facts this was so. Smodl 
V. Moates (183), 9 Bing. 574, and Gledstanes v. Allen (1852), 12 0. B. 202, 
are similar cases, but it is doubtful whether the reasoning of Oulliohaen v. Stewart^ 
vide suproy would not now release the charterer or his agent from their liabilities 
under the charter, which would be treated as superseded by the bill of lading. 

(g) Pichemell v. Janberry (1862), 3 F. & F. 217. 

(A) Caughey ▼. Gordon (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 419 Here the master, without 
owner's authority, tried to introduce a new term into the contract, contrary to 
the charter, and which could only be for owner's benefit, ffeld^ he could not. 

D 2 
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■tipulatioDB of the charter." G. shipped goods under the charter, and the 
master signed a hill of lading containing an exception of *' negligence of 
the master and crew," which was not in the charter. The goods were lost 
through the master's negligence. Hddy that the master hs^ no authority 
to insert such a clause in the hill of lading, that it could not prejudice the 
charter, and that the shipowners were therefore liahle (t). 



(b.) Where the Shipper is other than the Charterer. 

Shippers of goods in a chartered ship, other than the 
charterer, who receive bills of lading signed by the master or 
broker : — 

I. If they are ignorant of the charter, will be held to 
have contracted with and can sue the shipowner and not the 
charterer {k). 

They cannot be required to accept bills of lading in 
accordance with the charter, if such charter involves unusual 
or onerous terms, but can demand their goods back, if shipped, 
at the ship's expense (Z). 

II. If shippers are aware of the charter, the master or 
broker, in signing bills of lading will be held to have acted 
as the charterer's agent (m) and the shipper cannot sue the 
owner (n) on the contract, unless his liability is reserved by 
special provisions of the charter (o). The burden of proving 



(t) JtodoconacM y. MUbum (1886), L. B. 17 Q. B. D. 316. 

(A) Sandemann v. Sourr (1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 86 (C.A.) ; The FigUa Maggiore 
(1868), L. R. 2 Adm. 106; Hayn v. CuiHford (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 410; 
Wagstaff v. Anderson (1880), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 171 (C.A.); The St. Cloud (1863), 
B. & L. 4. If the charter is a demise, they can sue the charterer in tort, he being 
in possession of their goods. 

(0 Peek V. Larsen (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 378 ; The Stomoway (1882), 51 L. J. 
Adm. 27. So also where there are a charter and a sub-charter, and the shipper 
only knows of one, he will not be bound by the other : I'harsis Sulphur Co, v. 
Culliford (1873), 22 W. R. 46 ; The Emilien Marie (1876), 44 L. J. Adm. 9. 

(m) The SL Cloud (1863), B. & L. 4, at p. 15 ; Net^ierry v. Colvm (1832), 1 CI. & 
Fin. 283 ; Sandemann v. 5cwrr, vide supra, at pp. 97, 98 ; Bkukie v. Stembridge (1859), 
6 C. B., N. S. 894. See per Bramwell, L.J., in Wagstaff v. Anderson, vide supra, 
at p. 177. *' I do not think that because a bill of lading is signed by the captain 
as agent for the ship, a contract is made between the shipowner and shipper, the 
shipper having previously arranged with the charterers that they shall carry his 
goods. I think that the remedy of the shipper would be against the charterer, 
with whom he made the contract of afifreightment, and that he would not get 
an additional remedy, because he had taken a bill of lading from the ship-> 



owner." 



(n) Marquand v. Banner (1856), 6 E. & B. 232 ; Major v. White (1835), 

7 C. & P. 41* 

(o) lie Helene (1865), B & L. 415 ; Sack v. Ford (1862), 32 L. J. C. P. 12. 
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the shipper's knowledge of the charter will be upon the 
shipowner (p). ... 

Unless there is a demise of the ship the owner will be 
liable to third parties, not parties to bills of lading, for 
dealings with goods by the master, even though such third 
parties know of the charter (y). 

Case 1. — A. chartered a ship to C. to sail to X. and load from C.'s agent 
there, cargo to be stowed at merchants' risk and expense. The captain to 
sign bills of lading if required at any rate of Ireight, without prejudice to 
the charter. At X. goods were shipped by shippers, who knew nothing of 
the charter, under a bill of lading signed by the master. Eddy that the 
shippers could sue A., the master having signed as his agent (r). 

Case 2. — A.*s steamer was chartered to C. ; F. shipped goods on it in 
ignorance of such charter, and received a bill of lading signed by '*0., 
agents." There is a custom with steamships that the brokers and not the 
master should sign bills of lading. It was found as a fact that C. signed 
the bill of lading as agent for and with the authority of A. Edd^ that A. 
was liable to F., and would have been even if no such authority had 
existed (s). 

Case 3. — On J\me 24, C, brokers, wrote to F., " we now beg to offer you 
room in ship i^.** On June 26, F. accepted this, and an agreement was 
drawn up between F. and "C. acting for A., owners of the A." On 
June 25, C. and D. jointly had chartereid the R. from A., paying a lump 
freight, their liability to cease on loading. The master signed bills of 
lading, and on the voyage sold the goods. Eddy that F.'s remedy was 
against A. and not against G. (i). 

Case 4. — C. chartered a ship from A. and put it up as a general ship. 
F. put ^oods on board in ignorance of the charter. The captain refused to 
sign bills of lading except in terms of the charter, which gave the ship- 
owner liens for demurrage and freight under the charter, and refused to 
deliver up the goods. Bddy that shippers who had shipped in ignorance 
of the charter were entitled to demand their goods back rather than be 
bound by the provisions of the charter, and that the owners were bound 
to redehver them free of any claim for lien or chargps (u). 

Case 5. — A ship was chartered by G. from A. ; F. shipped goods imder 
a bill of lading not referring to the charter. Edd, that the owner was 
liable for bad stowage, unless he proved that the shipper had notice of the 
charter, in which csuse he was freed (x). 

Case 6. — G. chartered a ship from A. and put it up as a general ship. 
F^ shipped goods in it, in which O. had a right of property, and F. was 
enabled to ship those goods through the negligence of £., the master, in 



(p) The 8i. Chud (1863), B. & L. 4. 

((/) Schuster v. McKellar (1857), 7 E. & B. 704. 

(r) Sandemann v. Scurr (1866), L. B. 2 Q. B. 86. See also The Figlia Maggiore 
(1868), L. B. 2 Ad. & E. 106. 

(s) Hayn v. CuUiford (1878) L. B. 3 C. P. D. 410. 

(0 Wagstaffy, Anderson (1880), L. B. 5 C. P. D. 171 (C. A.). 

(w) Peek V. Larsen (1871), L. B. 12 Eq. 378. The question would seem to be 
whether the shippers were, or should in reason have been, aware of the charter. 
See Watkins v. Bymill (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 178. 

(j?) Ihe St. Cloud (1863), B. & L. 4. 
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Mgning bills of lading for than. At the end of the voyage E., with A.'s 
approval, delivered l£e goods to G., consignees under the bill of lading, in 
spite of O.'s demand for the goods. Hddj that though £. in signing bills 
was probably acting as charterer's agent, yet in delivering the gc^ds at 
the port of discharge with A.'8 approval, he was acting as A.'8 agent, and 
A. was therefore liable to an action by 0. (y). 

(c.) Indorsee from Charter er. 

If a bill of lading given to the shipper, whether charterer 
or not, and differing in its terms from the charter, comes 
into the hands of G., a hona fide holder for value of such bill 
of lading. 

L If G. is ignorant of the charter, the shipowner will be 
bound by the bill of lading {z\ even though his agent had 
no authority to sign it, provided that sach bill is on its face 
within the ordinary authority of a master or broker (a), 
and that the difference in terms has not been obtained by 
fraud of any previous holder (&). 

n. If G. is aware of the charter, the shipowner will not 
be liable to G. for a bill signed by his agent beyond any 
authority conferred by such charter (c). 

IIL In any case the terms of the charter will not be 
incorporated in the bill of lading without a plain expression 
in the bill of lading of the intention to do so {d). 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered with certain excepted perils, including 
** restraint of princes." F. shipped goods in ignorance of the charter, and 



(y) Schuster v. McKeUar (1857), 7 E. & B. 704. F. could only have sued E. 
or C. under the bill of lading ; and if A. had demised the ship to C, 0. could 
only have sued C, but as there was no demise, and 0. did not sue in contract 
under the bill of lading, but in tort, A. was liable to 0. 

(z) The Patria (1871), 3 L. R. Adm. 436 ; QUHaon v. JfkWfo^on (1 857), 2 C. B., 
N. S. 134. 

(a) Qrant v. Norway (1851), 10 C. B, 665, at pp. 687, 688 ; Reynolds ▼. Jex 
(1865), 7 B. & S. 86. And see Article 20, post, and note thereto, p. 44. 

(6) Mitcheil ▼. Scaife (1815), 4 Camp. 298. 

(c) Article 20, post, 

(d) Chappel ▼. Comfort (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 802 ; Fry ▼. Mercantile Bank of 
India (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 689 ; Smith v. Hieveking (1855), 4 E. & B. 945. " Where 
a charter is entered into, the special provisions of that charter are binding only as 
between the charterer and shipowner, and if a bill of lading is signed by the 
master, and that bill of lading comes to the hands of an assignee for value, the 
latter is entitled to have the goods delivered to him on the terms mentioned in the 
bill of lading, and, properly speaking, is not bound to refer to the charter at all " 
(Willes, J., in Chappel r. Comfort, at p. 810). This is subject to reference to the 
charter fov any of its terms expressly incorporated in the bill of lading. And see 
postf Article 19« 
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the master signed a bill of lading only containing an exception of '' perils 
of the sea." In an action in rem by G., the consignees, who also were 
ignorant of the charter^ against ship, owner, and master, for failing to 
deliver through '' restraint of princes,** hdd, that the owner was liable, and 
that the contract in the bill of lading was not affected by the contract in 
the charter of which F, and G. were ignorant (c). 

Case 2. — ^A ship was chartered by G. for a certain voyage, at a certain 
freight with a lien on the cargo for all freight, the master to sign bills of 
lading without prejudice to the charter. C. shipped goods for which the 
master signed a bill of lading, making the goods deliverable to G., '* paying 
freight as per margin," i.e. £196. G. endorsed the bill for value to G. 
Hddy that the owners having by their master signed bills making the 
goods deliverable on payment of a certain freight, could only claim that 
freight, and not the whole freight for which they had a lien under the 
charter, as against consignees who had advanced money on faith of the 
statements in the bill of lading (/). 

Case 3. — A. chartered a ship to G. at a certain freight, *' A. or his agent 
to sign bills of lading at any rate of freight without prejudice to this 
charter." D., G.'s agent abroad, advanced money to the ship, and in con- 
sideration of such advance the master loaded goods from D., giving a bill 
of lading, *' shipped by D., to be delivered to order, or assigns, paying freight 
to D.'s agent, G., aa per margin." HM, that the master had no authority 
to make such a contract, and that A. was not bound by it to G. con- 
signees of cargo {g). 

Coat 4.— O. chartered a ship from A. to pay a certain freight, sixteen lay- 
days and demurrage at £2 per diem, G. shipped a cargo consigned to U-. 
in London imdera bill of lading ** paying freight as per charter," with a 
memorandum in the margin, ** There are eight working days for unloading 
in London." The vessel was detained four diays beyond her lay-days. G. 
was sued by A. for demurrage. Edd^ that as the bill of lading did not 
clearly show that the conditions as to demurrage in the charter were in- 
corporated in the bill of lading, G. was not liable (A). 



Article 19. — Ineorporation of Charter in Bill of Lading. 

Where the holder of a bill of lading for goods shipped on 
a chartered vessel is either a shipper other than the cheirterer, 
whether aware of the charter or not (i), or an assignee of 



(e) The Pairia (1871), 3 L. R. Adm. 436. 

(/) Gt/Awon V. Middletm (1867), 2 C. B., N. S. 134. See also MUchell v. Scaife 
(1815), 4 Camp. 298. This case is distinguishable from cases like Kern y. Des' 
landes (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 205, by the fact that the holder is an indorsee for 
value, and not a mere agent or factor. Here too the owners seem to have 
authorised the signing of the bills of lading (see per Cockhnm, J.), and so varied 
their lien. I have omitted the part of the case which was overruled in Kirchner 
V. Venus (1859), 12 Moore, P. C. 361, as to whether there was a lien for freight 
at all. 

(^) Reynoids v. Jex (1865)^ 7 B. & S. 86. Such a contract as to freight was 
beyond the nsoal authority of a master, and should have put G. on inquiry. See 
also Arrospe v. Barr (1881), (Sc.) 8 C. of S. Cases, 602. 

(A) ChappeU v. C&mfwt (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 802. 

(0 The Fatria (1871), 3 L. R. Adm. 436. 
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such bill for valne, even from the charterer (A;), the stipula- 
tions of the charter on any particular point will not be incor- 
porated into the bill of lading without a plain expression in 
the bill of lading of the intention to do so (Z). 

Where such an intention plainly appears it will be 
adopted (m) ; thus the clause " freight and all other conditions 
as per charter," will incorporate into the bill of lading all 
conditions in ^he charter applicable to and consistent with 
the character of the bill of lading {n)y but not inapplicable 
or insensible conditions (o), or clauses of the charter which 
would alter express stipulations in the bill of lading (;>). 

Under such a clause holders of the bill of lading have 
been held liable for charterparty demurrage at the port of 
loading (y) or at the port of discharge (w), but the cesser 
clause in a charter has been rejected as inapplicable to a bill 
of lading given to charterers (o). 

Case 1. — C. chartered a ship from A. " the ship to have a lien on cargo 
for freight 70s. per ton ... to be paid on unloading of the cargo. G. 
shipped part of the cargo under a bill of lading containing a clause : 
'* freight for the said goods payable in Z. as per charter,** and indorsed the 
bill for value to I. Bdd, that against I., the shipowner had a lien only 
for the freight due for the goods included in the bill of lading, and not a 
lien for the whole chartered freight (r). 

Case 2. — C. chartered a ship from A. with a clause that fourteen working 
days were allowed for loading and unloading, and ten days on demurrage 
at £35 a day. F. shipped com under a bill of lading : '* paying freight 
for the same goods, and all other conditions as per charter.** F. indorsed 
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(k) Fry V. Mercantile Bank of India (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 689. 

;/) Chappell V. Comfort (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 802 ; Smith y. Sieveking (1855), 
4 £. & B. 945. 

(m) Wegener v. Smith (1854), 15 C. B. 285. 

(n) Porteas v. Watney (1878), L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 534, at p. 542(C.A.) ; Gardner 
V. Trechmann (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 154 (C.A.). Willes, J., in RttsseU v. Niemann 
(1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 163, at p. 177, suggested that such a clause only incor- 
porated conditions ^'usdem generis with the payment of freight, and would not 
therefore incorporate exceptions in the charter wider than those in the bill of 
lading. 

(o) GtUliohsen v. Steuoart (1884 (C.A.)), L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 317 ; Bryden v. 
Niebuhr (1884), 1 C. & E. 241 ; but see Barwick r. Bumyeat (1877), 36 L. T. 250, 
and note ante, p. 35. 

(p) Gardner v, lyechmann, vide supra, 

{q) Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 

(r) Fry v. Mercantile Bank of India (1866), L. R. 1 C, P. 689. See also Mitchell 
V. Scaife (1815), 4 Camp. 298. The Court based their decision on the grounds : 
(1) That a clear intention to give the extended lien was not shown : Chappell v. Comn 
forty vide supra, (2) That the charter fixed the rate of freight and not a lump 
freight, and this only was incorporated in the bill of lading. Such a division of 
liability will not be applied to demurrage : Forteus v. Watney, vide supra. 
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the bill to I. for value. At the port of discharge owing to delay of other 
shippers, I. was delayed in removing his goods, and three days' demurrage 
ivas incurred. Hdd, that I. was liable to pay demurrage as per charter. 
SembUj that A. could recover the demurrage for the three days from each 
of the shippers («). 

Cdse 3. — A charter provided for payment of freight at £1 13«. Zd, per ton, 
andi gave the charterer an absolute lien for freight ; the bill of lading pro- 
vided for payment of freight at £1 28. 6d. per ton, " extra expenses to be 
borne by the receivers, and other conditions as per charter.'* Held, not 
to incorporate in the bill of lading the clauses of the charter as to 
freight (0- 

Case 4. — A ship was chartered by C. from A. with the usual stipulations 
for freight and demurrage and a cesser clause. G. shipped the cargo, 
accepting bills of lading making the goods deliverable to himself at the 
port of discharge; "he paying freight and all other conditions as per 
charter." In an action by A. against C. as consignee under the bill of 
lading, for demurrage at the port of discharge. Edd C. was liable ; for 
the bill of lading only incorporated those clauses of the charter which 
were consistent with its character, as a bill of lading, and did not therefore 
incorporate the *' cesser clause " (w). 

Case 5. — A ship was chartered by 0. from A., ** fifty running days to 
be allowed for loading, and ten days on demurrage over and above the 
said lay-days at £8 per day ... A. to have a lien for demurrage," and a 
cesser clause. 0. shipped goods under a bill of lading, '* to be delivered as 
per charter unto order of 0. or assigns, he or they paying freight and all 
other conditions or demurrage (if any should be incurred for the said goods) 
as per charter," The ship was detained in loading ten days on demurrage, 
and eighteen days more. A. claimed a lien for demurrage for ten days, 
and damages for the eighteen days' detention against G. consignees under 
the bill of lading. Held, that G. was liable for the demurrage, but not for 
the damas:es for detention, which were not given by the charter or the 
bill of lading (x). 

Article 20. — Authority of Master or Broker to sign BHU of 

Lading (z). 

I. Where no Goods a/re shipped. 

The master or broker cannot bind the owner or principal 
by signing bills of lading for goods that were never shipped 

(s) PoHeus V. Wainey (1878), L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 534 (C.A.) ; disapproving 
Rogers v. Hunter (1827), M. & M. 63 ; Dohaon v. Droop (1830), M. & M. 441 ; 
qusere, whether the charter would not be satisfied by the charterers receiving £10 
per diem from one shipper, though in justice such shipper should have a right 
which he has not in law, to require contribution from other shippers. See also 
Strahier v. Kidd (1878), L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 224 ; Leer v. Totes (1811), 3 Taunt. 387 ; 
Harman v. Oandolph (1815), Holt. 35. 

(«) Gardner v. Trechmann (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 154. 

(«) Otdlichsen v. Stewart (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 317. 

(a?) Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 

{z) The question of authority to sign bills of lading does not often arise, as 
each line has its printed form, or forms, which are hardly ever varied. When a 
ship is under charter, and is put up by the charterers as a general ship, power is 



42 MA8TE£*8 OB BROKERS 

at all (a) ; bat the bill of lading is ftimafaeie evidence that 
they were shipped, and the burden of disproying it lies on 
the owner (b). 

Neither can the master or broker bind the owner by sign- 
ing a second bill of lading for goods on board, for which he 
has already signed one bill {c). 

Such a bill has no further binding effect (p\ even in the 
hands of a hon&fide holder for value. 

Cam 1. — G. chartered a ship of the capacity of 596 tons, from A., to cany 
bones. The master signed lolls of lading representing that 701 tons were 
shipped, bat containing the clause : ** weight, quality and contents un- 
known." On arrival, the ship was foimd to have only 386 tons on board ; 
the master had protested for inadequacy of freight. Hdd^ that the signa- 
ture of the master to the bills threw upon A. the burden of disproving the 
shipment of the goods, but that he had disproved it by the evidence of the 
master that he delivered all goods that were shipped, and by the protest (5). 

Case 2. — E., master of A«'s ship gave a bill of lading to F. for twelve 
bales of silk represented as being shipped on such ship ; F. indorsed the 
bill for value to I. ; the goods never had been shipped. I. sued A., who 
proved that the goods never were on board* Hdd^ that A. was not liable, 
even to I. (cQ. 

Cam 8. — r, shipped on board A.'s ship seventy and seventy-five quarters 
of wheat, and received bills of lading signed by E., A's master. F. indorsed 
these bills to L F. then induced E. by fraud to sign another bill of lading 
for 145 quarters, which he indorsed to H. E. ddivered to H. under the 
second bill. I. then sued A. Hdd^ that E. had no authority to sign H.'s 
biU, which was a second bill, having aheady signed one bill for the same 



usnally given to the master by the charter to sign bills of lading in any form, 
<< without prejudice to the charter," t.«., to the contract between shipowner and 
charterer (see note post p. 45). On the statutory liability of the person signing 
a bill of lading for goods not shipped, see 18 & 19 Yict. c. Ill s. 3 : Appendix III., 
and Article 21. 

(a) McLean v. Fleming (1871), L. R. 2 Sc. App. 128 ; Brcvm v. PovoeU Buffryn 
Coal Co. (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 562 ; Jessel v. Bath (1867), L. R. 2 Ex. 267 ; Grant 
V. Nonoay (1851), 10 C. B. 666. 

(6) McLean v. Fleming, vide supra, 

(c) EMersty v. Ward (1853), 8 Ex. 330. 

(d) Grant v. Nonoay (1851]^ 10 C. B. 665. At first sight this case appears 
inconsistent with such cases as OUkison r. Middleton (1857), 2 C. B., N. S. 134 ; 
Howard v. Tucker (1831), 1 B. & Ad. 712 ; Mitcheli v. Scaife (1815), 4 Camp. 298 ; 
in which statements as to liability for freight in a bill of lading were held to 
bind the owner as against an indorsee for value, though such statements limited 
the charter, and were made without the owner's authority. The distinction 
seems to be that in these cases the owner recognises a contract of carriage made 
by his master, but seeks to yary the terms of it ; while in Grant v. Aorway and 
similar cases, he repudiates any contract of carriage, for no goods were ever 
shipped to be carried, and therefore there was no contract ef affreightment to 
embody in a bill of lading. The distinction is hardly very satisfactory, especially 
to the innocent holder, who has advanced money in good faith on the representa- 
tion that there are goods in the ship to which his bill of lading entitles him. 
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goods, and that as L's bills were prior and genuine, L was entitled to 
recover (e). 

Caae 4. — Sleepers were shipped under a charter containing this clause, 
** the bill of lading shall be conclusive evidence against the owner of the 
quantity of cargo received ;" 2,000 sleepers were delivered in the water 
alongside the ship, and the mate signed a receipt for them ; some were 
lost before shipment, but the captain signed a bill for the whole 2,000. 
Hdd, that the captain had no authority to sign for sleepers not shipped, 
and therefore the owners were not bound by his signature (/). 

IL Where Goods are shipped. 
(1.) The Ship not being chartered. 

(a.) If the owner has giyen no express instmctions to bis 
master he will be bound by any term of the bill of lading 
within the ordinary authority of a master. He will not be 
bound by any term outside such ordinary authority (g). 

(l.) If the owner has given express instructions to his 
master, he will be bound by any bill within those instructions, 
or by any bill within a master's ordinary authority, given to 
a shipper ignorant of those instructions. 

He will not be bound by any bill beyond the master's 
ordinary authority and his instructions, or by any bill 
beyond the master's instructions given to a shipper knowing 
of such instructions (ff). 

(2.) The Ship being chartered. 

In the absence of any special provisions in the charter, or 
express instructions (A), the master or broker has no autho- 
rity to vary the contract the owner has already made, by 
signing bills of lading (i) differing from the charter. 

But if without such authority he varies the contract on 
some point within his authority as master, if there were no 

{e) Bvbbersty v. Ward (1853), 8 Ex. 330. 

(/) Fyman v. Bvrt (1884), 1 C. & £. 207. See also 27u>nnan y. Burt (1885), 
1 C. & £. 596. 

(g) See Orant v. Norvay (1851), 10 C. B. 665 ; Seynolda v. Jex (1865), 
7 B. & S. 86. As to ** the ordinary authority of a master," see note 44, post, 

(A) Such as " Master to sign bills of lading as presented to him by charterers, 
without prejudice to the terms of the charter : " for a discussion of this see 
Arraspe y. Barr (Sc.) (1881), 8 C. of S. Cases, 602. 

(t) Fickemell v. Javberry (1862), 3 F. & F. 217 ; Eodo<mach% v. MUbum 
(1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. 
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charter, as the rate of freight {j\ and the bill of lading is 
given to a shipper other than the charterer, or being given 
to the charterer, comes into the hands of a bona fde holder 
for value {j\ the owner, if he recognises the master's con- 
tract of carriage must also recognise all the terms of it (i). 

If, however, the variations are clearly beyond the ordinary 
authority of a master, as if the master contracts to carry goods 
freight free (Z), or if he makes freight under the bill of 
lading payable to a third party other than the owner or his 
agent (m), the owner will not be bound by the contract 
represented in the bill Of lading to exist, even to a hona fide 
holder for value of such bills of lading (n). i 

Note. — ^The ordinary authority of a master has lessened very 
much of recent years (o). The electric telegraph has enabled 
the owner to perform much of the master's work in foreign 

Sorts. The system of printed bills of lading, and the extensive 
evelopment of regular lines of steamers, with their accompany- 
ing agents and branches abroad, have converted the master into 
little more than the chief navigator of the ship. In the ports 
of loading and discharge he has commonly very little to do. 
On most steam lines the master has no authority to alter the 
printed bill of lading, or to fix the rate of freight, or to charter 
the ship, or to make engagements to carry goods in her ; he 
may indeed sign bills of lading abroad, but his signature only 
acmowledges the quantity and the external condition of the 
goods. On such lines therefore the ordinary authority of a 
master in port is very small, and though on the voyage the 
necessity oi the case may confer on him considerable power (p), 

(; ) As in Mitchell y. Soaife (1815), 4 Camp. 298 : bat see note p. Ach^post, 

\K) Mercantile Exchange Bank y. Gladstone (1868), L. R. 3 £x. 233, at p. 240. 

(0 Grant y. Norway (1851), 10 C. B. 665. See also Waishe y. Provan (1853), 
8 Ex. 843. For an instance of authority to carrj freight free, see MeroantUe 
Exchange Bank y. Gladstone (1868), L. R 3 Ex. 233, 240. 

(m) Reynolds y. Jex (1865), 7 B. & S. 86. It is doubtful whether the master 
has authority to make adyances to himself or ship a first charge or deduction 
from the freight payable under charter or bill of lading: (7i6&sy. CAor^fffon (1857), 
26 L. J., N. S. Ex. 321. 

(n) Grant y. Norwayj Reynolds y. Jex, Mercantile Bank y. Gladstone, vide 
supra. In Grant y. Norway, signing a bill of lading for goods not on board is 
included under this head, but though this is a contract beyond the master's 
authority, there is nothing on the face of the bill of lading to show that he has 
exceeded his authority ; in the freight cases there is, and the unusual proyision 
should at once suggest inquiry. It seems best therefore to rest the case of goods 
not on board, on the absence of any contract of carriage, of which the bill of 
lading might be eyidence. 

(o) For a statement of the *' ordinary authority of a master " thirty years ago, see 
Grant v. Norway (1851), 10 C. B. 665, at p. 687. 

(jp) See Section VII., post. 
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increased facilities of commTinication have much diminished the 
cases where, as he cannot commnnicate with his owners, such 
necessity arises. The law as stated, and the cases supporting it, 
must therefore be read subject to the proviso that iJie position 
of the master has materially altered of late years ; the master 
has been superseded partly by the owner and partly by the 
broker, and the broker's or master's authority is usually strictly 
defined by the printed bill of lading, except in the cases where 
the captain is '*to sign bills of lading as presented by the 
charterers without prejudice to the charter." In these cases he is 
bound to sign any usual and ordinary bill presented to him, 
and his not doing so is a breach of the charter (g) ; but where 
the charterers are also shippers, the master cannot prejudice the 
contract in the charter by inserting exceptions in tiie bill of 
lading which go further than the charter (r). 

Ccue 1. — G. agreed with A. to ship oranges by A/s ship at 4«. %d, per 
box ; £., A.'s master, then signed bilLs of lading for oranges shipped by G. 
at Zs» 6c^. per box. Hdd, that G. was liable for freight at 48. 6c^. and was 
not relieved by the bill of lading (s). Svhmittedy that a bond fide holder for 
value of the bill of lading would only have been liable for freight at 38. 6e?., 
the rate of freight being a matter within the master's ordinary autho- 
rity (0. 

Case 2. — ^A. chartered a ship to G., at a certain freight, ^ the owner or 
his agent to sign bills of lading at any rate of freight, without prejudice to 
this charter." D., G.'s agent abroad, advanced money to the ship, and in 
consideration of such advance the master shipped goods from D., giving a 
bill of lading ** shipped by D., to be delivered to order or assigns, paying 
freight to D.'s agent G., as per margin." HM^ that the master had no 
authority to make such a contract, and that A. was not bound by it 
to G., consignees of the cargo (u). 

Case 3. — A. chartered a ship to G., the master to sign bills of lading as 
presented, without prejudice to the charter. G. shipped goods, and pre- 
sented bills in the ordinary form, which the master refused to sign uidess 
they contained the clause : " The vessel not liable for duties on cargo, by 
non-arrival before July l.** Eddf such refusal was a breach of the 
charter (q). 

Case 4. — G. chartered a ship, " the master to sign bills of lading at any 
rate of freight, and as customary at port of loading, without prejudice to 
the stipulations of the charter." The master signed and delivered to G. 
bills of lading including an exception not in the charter. Held, that he had 
no authority, by so doing, to vary the contract between shipper and char- 
terer ; and that the shipowner was not freed from liability for loss through 
such excepted peril (r). 



(q) Jones v. Hough (1879), L. R. 5 Ex. D. 115 : the clause is discussed in 
Arrospe v. Barr, (Sc.) (1881), 8 C. of S. Cases, 602. 
(r) Bodoconachi v. JftYftum (1886), L. R. 17 Q. B. D. 316. 
(s) Fickemell v. Javberry (1862), 3 F. & F. 217. 

(t) See Mitchell v. Scai/e (1815), 4 Camp. 298 ; but see note p. 44, ante. 
(») Reynolds v. Jex (1865), 7 B. & S. 860. 
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Article 21. — Statutory LUihUity of Perdom tignmg BiU of 

Lading. 

In the hands of a consignee or indorsee for yalne («) the 
bill of lading is by statute (y) conclusive evidence that the 
goods represented by it to be shipped were actually shipped, 
as against the person signing it {z)y unless either (1) the 
holder took the bill with actual notice that such goods were 
not on board ; or, (2) the signer shows that the mistake was not 
occasioned by his default, but was wholly (a) occasioned by 
the fraud of the shipper, holder, or some person under whom 
the holder claims (y). 

Note. — The bill of lading is not conolusive as between the 
signer and the shipper, nor as between the- owner and the 
shipper (b), nor as between owner and bolder for value («), 
unless the owner actually signs it. Thus, where the master 
who signs is also part owner, and sues on the bill, the statute 
applies aeainst him (x). But in all these cases, the statements 
in the biU of lading are primd fade evidence, which the person 
disputing them must disprove (c). Master and broker obtain 
some protection from the dause *' weight, value and e6ntents 
unknown " (Article 52). 

C7aM.— F. shipped on board A/s ship seventy and seventy-five quarters 
of wheat, and received two bills of lading signed by £., A.'s master ; F. in^ 
dorsed these bills to I. F. then by fraud induced E. to sign another bill 
for 146 Quarters, which he indorsed to H. Submitted (d)^ that H. would 
have haa no action against E., if he had delivered the wheat to I. under 
the first bill. 

Article 22. — Through BUh of Lading. 

A ** through bill of lading " is one made for the carriage 
of goods from one phu^e to another by several shipowners or 
railway companies. 

(«J Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B., N. S. 646. 

iy) 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill, s. 3 (1855): see Appendix III., post 
z) Formerly almost always the master, but now the broker usually signs bills 
for steamships : Hayn v. Ciaii/ord (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 410. 

(a) Mistake or negligence of the master, not fraudulent, will not enable the in- 

dorser to sue, if there has been fraud either of the shipper, his agent, or his vendor : 

Valien v. Boyland (1866), L, R. 1 C. P. 382. See also Pymcm v. Burt (1884), 

1 C. & £. 207, where the master's signature was obtained by pressure of the 

shipper's clerk. 

(6) Bates v. Ibdd (1881), 1 M. & R. 108. 

(c) APLean v. Fleming (1871), L. R. 2 Sc. App, 128 ; Jessel v. Bath (1867), 
L. R. 2 Ex. 267 ; Grant v. Norway (1851), 10 C. B. 665. 

{d) On authority of Hubbersty v. Ward (1853), 8 Ex. 320, which see. 



TEBOUGE BILL OF LADING. 47 

The contract in such bill of lading to carry for the whole 
distance is one contract made with the company signing and 
delivering the bill of lading (e), and in the absence of express 
provisions that company would be liable for loss occurring on 
any part of the journey (/). 

The freight also, if paid in advance, is usually payable for 
the whole journey, and should the goods be lost on one of 
the stages, the shipper is not entitled to a pro rata return of 
the freight for other stages, as if the consideration had 
failed (ff). 

Semble, that the companies, other than the company which 
signs and delivers the bill of lading, are not liable on the 
contract of carriage contained in such bill of lading, unless 
the signing company had authority to act in their behalf (&), 
or its action was afterwards ratified by them. But they will 
be liable as carriers for goods shipped on board their ships, 
or to an action of tort for negligent dealings with such 
goods (i). 

Note. — The through bill of lading sometimes incorporates 
the provisions of another bill of lading of one of the canying 
companies ; e. g., ^' All responsibility of the 0. line is to cease 
on transhipment at Y., or on delivery of goods to the agents of 
the U. line at Y. for the purpose of transhipment, which com- 
pany shall then be alone responsible on the terms of their bill 
of lading for the intercolonial trade." In some cases where the 
bulk of the carriage is done by one company, but goods are col- 
lected at foreign or out-ports before the commencement of the 

(e) a. W. B, V. BliOe (1862), 7 H. & N. 987 ; Tkomas r. Bhymney B. Co. 
(1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 266 ; Bristol 4" 'Exeter Co. y. Colline (1859), 7 H. L. C. 194 ; 
Weliber v. Q. W. B. (1865), 34 L. J. Ex. 170. 

(/) Sach an express proyision usually exists; e,g., ** when any of the several 
companies connected with the transit of the goods shall have delivered the goods 
or any of them, to any other carrier to be transported to their destination, its 
liability shall cease altogether, such company being liable only for such loss or 
damage as may occur while the goods are in its possession, and for which it is 
legally liable. On its effects, see Fowles v. G. W. B. (1852), 7 Ex. 699. 

(gf) Greeves v. West India Co, (1870), 22 L. T. 615. The case is frequently 
expressly provided for by the clause, '* freight to be considered earned, ship lost or 
not lost, at any stage of the entire transit." 

(A) Such authority must be a question of fact in each case. It will not be 
proved by a statement in the bill of lading that the signing company signs as 
their agent, though such statement, if false, may subject the signing company to 
an action for misrepresentation of authority. The companies concerned will pro- 
bably always acknowledge the through bill of lading, and claim its protection. 

(0 Self V. X. B, 4t 8. C. B. (1880), 42 L. T. 173 ; Fouikes v. M. D. B. Co, 
(1879), L. R. 4 C. P. D. 267. 
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engagement, or delivered at foreign or ont-ports on its termina- 
tion, clamies like the following are used : — 

" Goods shipped at foreign or outsorts may be conveyed to 
London by steamer ^ rail, craft, sailing vessel, and thence by 

rail to Sonthampton, or by steamer, craft, ^ sailing vessel to 
Southampton direct, always at merchant's risk, but ship's 
expense. 

" Cargo deliverable at foreign or outports will be landed or 
conveyed by rail, ^ craft, steamer, sailing vessel, to port of 
destiniattion, at merchant's risk throughout. Freight will be 
chargeable at the highest rate of exchange current in London." 

Another clause is : *' That any loss, damage, or detention of 
goods in this through bill of lading for which the carrier is 
liable must be claimed against the party only in whose posses- 
sion the goods were when the loss, damage, or detention 
occurred. These through goods are also subject to all condi- 
tions of the company or companies which assist in their convey- 
ance ; and all the provisions and conditions of this through bill 
of lading apply to said carriers and shipowners respectively. 
This bill of lading is also subject to all the conditions in the 
ordinary receipts given by each company respectively over 
whose line the goods carried by this bill of lading pass to their 
destination." 

For discussion of a through bill of lading for sea and land 
carriage, see Moore v. Harris (k). 

Who may sue and he sued for negligent carriage of goods : see 
Articles 92, 93. 

Who may sue in rem^ under the Admiralty Jurisdiction Act : see 
Article 77. 

Who may sue and he sued for freight : see Articles 148, 149. 

Who may sue and he sued for general a/oerage contributions : see 
Articles 118, 119. 

Who may sue and he sued for demurrage : see Articles 134, 135. 



(A) (1876), L. R. 1 App. C. 318. 
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SECTION III. 

Representations and Undertakings in the Contract. 

Article 23. — Bepresentatians and Conditions Precedent, 

Kepbesentations made in connection with a charter are 
either : — 

(1.) embodied in the charterparty. 
(2.) not embodied in the charterparty. 

Representations not embodied in the charter may be 
material in civil cases, either as estopping the party making 
them from denying their truth, or as rendering the contract 
voidable at the instance of the party relying on them, if they 
are false and fraudulent (a). 

Representations embodied in the charter are either of 
fiftcts as then existing, as of the then position of the ship, or 
of her class on the register; or are promises for the future, 
as that a ship will be ready to load by a given day. 

Such representations are either : — 

I. Conditions Preeedenty to be regarded as essential parts 
of the contract, which is conditional on their truth. Their 
breach therefore entitles the other party to repudiate the 
charter, or 

II. Terms of the Contract which one party has promised to 
be true. Their breach only gives rise to an action for 
damages, for their truth is not of such importance to the 
contract that their falsehood should destroy the ground of 
agreement between the parties (h). 

The breach of a condition precedent being waived by one 
party in so far that he does not repudiate the contract 



(a) See judgment of Stephen, J., in Alderson v. Maddison (1880), L. R. 5 Ex. D. 
293 : discussed in Pollock on Contracts, 4th ed., pp. 484, et seq. 
(6) Behn v, Bumess (1863), 3 B. & S. 751 (Ex. Ch.). 

E 
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conyerts the condition precedent into a simple term of the 
contract, its breach giving an action for damages. 

If the party claiming to repudiate for breach of a condition 
precedent, has already after knowledge of the breach received 
substantial benefit under the contract, for which he will give 
no equivalent if he is allowed to repudiate the contract, he 
will Dot be entitled to repudiate, but will only have an action 
for damages (c). 

It is for the Court to determine whether a representation 
is a condition precedent, the jury finding the surrounding 
circumstances, firom which the intention of the parties to the 
charter can be inferred (d). 

Note. — ^It is unusual to have any dispute about conditions 
precedent in a bill of lading : (I) because such disputes usually 
arise when the ship has sailed, and the shipper has no oppor- 
tunity of reclaiming his goods ; and (2) because statements in a 
bill of lading are rarely important to original shippers. It is 
submitted that the description of the vessel in the bill of lading, 
and any statement as to her destination or route, probably also 
any statement as to her date of sailing on shipping cards are, if 
insisted upon, conditions precedent (e), and that substantial in- 
accuracies in these matters, if discovered before the ship sails, 
woidd entitle the shipper to require his goods back, free of 
freight and expenses. 

In Fraser v. Telegraph Co.(^f)& statement in the bill of lading, 
** shipped on board the steamship 5., from X. to Z.," was held 
to couHtitute a contract that the goods should be carried by a 
vessel whose principal motive power was steam : the ship was a 
sailing vessel with an auxiliary screw, and made the voyage 
entirely under sail. Held, that the contract was broken. S&rMe, 
that if the shipper had discovered the character of the ship and 
her intended mode of progress, after he shipped the goods, but 
before she sailed, he could have demanded his goods back, free 
from freight and expenses, on failure of a condition precedent. 

CoBe 1. — A ship was chartered on October 19 as " the S, now in the 
port of Amsterdam . . . should with all possible despatch proceed to 
Newport and there load." On October 15 the 8, was at Dieppe, sixty- 

(c) Behn y. Bvmess, vide supra; Ohlsen v. Drummond (1785), 4 Dougl. 356 ; 
Eavehck v. Geddes (1809), 10 East, 555 ; Graves v. Legg (1854), 9 Ex. 709, 716 ; 
Fust y. Dome (1864), 5 B.& S. 20 ; Mc Andrew v. Chappie (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 643. 

(d) Behn v. Bumess, vide supra ; Oppenheim v. Fraser (1876), 34 L. T. 524. 

(«) See Peel v. Price (1815), 4 Camp. 243, where the shipowner, after deliver- 
ing a card giving destination, Z. by way of Y., subsequently altered it to Y. by 
way of Z., and it was held that he was bound to give specific notice of the 
alteration to each shipper under the first card. 

(/) <1872), 7 L. R. Q. B. 566. 
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two miles from Amsterdam, and could have arrived there in twelve hours, 
but, owing to contrary winds and absence of steam-power, she did not arrive 
at Amsterdam till the 23rd. She discharged as quickly as possible, and 
reached Newport on December 1. The charterers refused to load. Hdd^ 
that it was for the judge to construe this contract and decide as to the 
materiality of its statements, being influenced not only by its language, 
but also by the circumstances under which, and the purposes for which, it 
was entered into, which circumstances and purposes were to be found by 
the jury. That in this case the evidence shewed that the time of the 
ship's arrival to load was an essential fact for the charterer to know, and 
that the position of the ship at the time of entering into the charter was 
the only datum from which the charterer could calculate the time of the 
ship's arrival. That the truth of the words " now in the port of A." was, 
therefore, a condition precedent to the obligation of the charter, and their 
untruth entitled the charterer to repudiate it {g)* 

Case 2. — ^A contract was made for the sale of such rice as may arrive by 
the ship 8, *' now at Rangoon." The ship was not then at Rangoon, and 
the buyers repudiated the contract. Eddy that evidence that the presence 
of ship and cargo at Rangoon was of vital importance to the parties, as 
the prohibition of the export of rice from Rangoon was expected in conse- 
quence of famine in India, was admissible. Per Blackburn, J. : *' It is 
never a fact to go to the jury what the words of a contract mean, but it is a 
fact to go to them under what circumstances are they made, and to what 
do they relate ;" and the contract must be construed by the judge in con- 
nection with the findings of the jury on these points (h). 

Case 3. — A ship was chartered for twelve months certain, from Decem- 
ber 24 ; and the owner covenanted that the ship should be at his expense 
forthwith made seaworthy for a voyage of twelve months and kept sea- 
worthy during the voyage. She was not in fact seaworthy, but the 
charterer employed her for several months. EMj that under the circxmi- 
stances, seaworthiness was not a condition precedent to the payment of 
freight (i). 

C7as6 4. — A ship was chartered at a freight of £1500, on condition of 
her taking a cargo of not less than 1000 tons of weight and measurement ; 
she could not carry such a car^o ; but the charterers loaded a cargo and 
the ship sailed with it. Held, that even if the condition was broken, it was 
only under the circumstances a ground for damages and not a condition 
precedent (y). 

Case 6. — A ship was chartered to proceed to a safe port near Cape Town. 
The charterer did not name a port, but offered to send a supercargo with 
the ship to do so. Edd, that his naming a port was a condition precedent 
to the obligation of the shipowner to commence the voyage (Jc), 

Case 6. — A ship was chartered to be ready on or before November 10, 
or charterers to have the option of cancelling: the agreement. Edd, that 
such readiness was a condition precedent to the charter. 

The charter also contained a clause that the captain should attend daily 
at the broker's office to sign bills of lading. Edd, that such daily attend- 
ance was not a condition precedent to obligation under the charter (f). 

(jg) Behn v. Bumess (1863), 3 B. & S. 751. 

(A) Oppenheim v. Fraser (1876), 34 L. T. 524. See also Gorrissen v. Perrin 
(1857), 2 C. B., N. S. 681. 

(0 Havelock v. Qeddes (1809), 10 East, 555. 

(/) Py-st V. Dome (1864), 5 B. & S. 20. 

(*) Roe V. Hachett (1844), 12 M. & W. 724. See also Ohlsen v. Drummond 
(1785), 4 Dougl. 356 ; Bradford v. Williams (1872), L. R. 7 Ex. 259., 

(0 Seeger v. Duthk (1860), 8 C. B., N. S. 45. 

E 2 
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» 

Article 24. — Shifs Class on the Begister. 

A statement in the charter of the ship's class on the 
register amounts only to a condition precedent that the ship 
at the time of making the charter is actually so classed (m) 
and not that she is rightly so classed (n), or that she will 
continue to be so classed during the term of the charter- 
party (o). 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered as the " A 1 British brig, S, of LiverpooL" 
ffdd, a condition precedent to the charter that at the time of its making 
the ship was classed A 1 at Lloyd's (m). 

Cdse 2, — On September 4, a ship was chartered as ^' A 1^ record of 
American and foreign shipping book . . . the ship 8. newly classed as 
above." At that date the statement was correct. On November 13 she 
arrived at New Orleans to receive her cargo, and on November 25 her 
classification was cancelled for unseaworthiness (p). Hddy that the state- 
ment was only a warranty of the ship's being so classed at the making of 
the charter, and was not a continuing warranty of her being rightly in 
such class, or remaining so classed (n). 

Case 3. — ^A ship was chartered as " the good ship S. A 1." During her 
voyage she ran off her letter. Sdd, to amount to a warranty of her class 
at Lloyd's at the time of her charter, but not to a warranty that she should 
continue of that class during the charter, or that the owners would omit no 
act necessary to retain her in that class. 



Article 25. — Ship's Tonnage. 

A variation from the ship's tonnage as named in the 
charter will not be a breach of a condition precedent, unless 
the jury find the difference unreasonably great, or such as 
to be of material importance to the contract (j). 

Note. — The charterer will be bound to load a full cargo, and 
not merely the number of tons stated in the charter as the ship's 



(m) Routh V Macmillan (1863), 2 H. & C. 750. 

(n) French v. Newgass (1878), 3 C. P. D. 163. 

(o) Hurst v. Us^me (1856), 18 C. B. 144, approved in French v. Newgasfy vide 
supra. 

(jp) The charterer could throw np the charter for unseaworthiness, if it could 
not be remedied within a reasonable time. See Article 29, post. 

(q) So held in Barker v. WtnJfo(1856), 6 E. & B. 675, where the chartered ton- 
nage was from 180 to 200 tons, the actual tonnage 258 tons; and Oibbs y. Orey 
(1857), 2 H. & N. 22, where the difference was between 470 and 350 tons. 
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capacity (r) : but where the charter is to load a cargo of a 
named nnmber of tons, which is less than the capacity of the 
ship, the charterer is only bound to load a reasonable amount 
beyond the stated capacity (a). See Article 46, sub. 



Article 26. — Ship^B Name and National Character. 

Substantial accuracy in the name of the vessel will be a 
coudition precedent. 

The national character of the vessel as stated in the 
charter may be. a condition precedent.; e.g.y in time of war, 
when neutrality is an important circumstance {t). But a 
warranty of national character cannot be inferred from the 
mere name of the 8hip, and has been held, in policies of 
insurance, only to refer to the time of the execution of the 
charter, and not to be a warranty continuing during the 
currency of the charter {u). 



Article 27. — Whereabouts of Ship and Time of Sailing. 

A statement of the position of the ship at the time of 
making the charter (aj), or that she will be at a certain place 
by a certain day (y), or that she will be ready to receive 
cargo by a certain day (»), or that she will sail on her voyage 
by a certain day (a), is usually a condition precedent to 



(r) Thomas v. Clark (1818), 2 Stark. 452 ; Hunter v. Fry (1819), 2 B. & Aid. 
421. 

(s) Morris v. Levison (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 155. In this case a margin of 
3 per cent, was allowed : in Alcock v. Leeuw (1884), 1 C. & £. 98, a margin of 
10 per cent, either way was allowed. Now (1886) a cargo of so many tons " or 
thereabouts," is taken to allow a margin of 5 per cent, either way. 

(0 Behn v. Burness (1863), 3 B & S. 751, at p. 757. 

(u) Amould on Insurance, 5th ed., p. 589 ; Baring Vk Christie (1804), 5 East, 
398 ; Dent v. Smith (1868), L. R, 4 Q. B. 414. 

(a?) Behn v. Burness (1863). 3 B. & S. 751 ; Ollive v. Booker (1847), 1 Ex. 416 ; 
Oppenheim v. Fraser (1876), 34 L. T. 524. 

(y) Corkling v. Massey (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 395. 

Iz) Oliver V. FieMen (1849), 4 Exch, 135 ; Seeger v. Duthie (1860), 8 C. B., N. S. 
45 ; Shadforth v. Higgin (1813). 3 Camp. 385. 

(a) Glaholm v. Hays (1841), 2 M. & G. 257 ; Van Baggen v. Baines (1854), 
9 Ex. 523 ; Deffel v. Brockelbank (1817), 4 Price, 36. 
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obligations under the charter. The iaf^t that the breach of 
SQch a condition precedent resalts from perils excepted in the 
charter will not prevent its being a condition precedent (&). 

A statement that a ship will proceed or sail or load with 
all convenient speed is not a condition precedent, unless the 
delay frustrates the commercial purpose of the voyage (<?). 

Ccue 1. — Behn v. Bumess (d)^ vide ante, p. 51, case 1, 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered ** now at sea^ having sailed three weeks 
ago," to sail to A. and there load a cargo. The ship had not in fact 
''sailed three weeks ago." Eeld, the statement was a conditioa pre- 
cedent, and its hreach entitled the charterer to throw up the charter (e). 

CcLse 3. — ^A ship was chartered '^ expected to be at X. about the 15th 
December . . . shall with all convenient speed sail to X.^ llie ship was 
in fact then on such a voyage that she could not complete it and be at X. 
by December 15. Heldf that the charterer was entitled to throw up the 
charter (/). 

Case 4. — ^A ship was chartered ** now on the stocks, and ready to receive 
car^o in all May.** Held, a condition precedent ((jr). 

Case 5. — A ship was chartered ** to proceed to X., the vessel to sail from 
Y. on or before the 4th of February." Held, a condition precedent (A). 

Case 6. — Charter to proceed to X., *' and on arrival there to load and to 
sail with June convoy, provided she arrived out and was ready to load sixty- 
five running days previous to the sailing of such convoy." The ship was 
not ready to load sixty-five days before the June convoy. Held, the breach 
only absolved her from sailing with the June convoy, and did not free her 
altogether from her obligation to load and proceed (t). 

Case 7. — ^A ship was chartered to proceed to X. and there load . • . ** the 
act of Grod, and perils of the seas during the said voyage always excepted ; 
should the steamer not be arrived at X. free of pratique and ready to load 



(6) Smith V. DaH (1884), L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 105 ; Croockewit v. Fletcher (1857) 
1 H. & N. 893. 

(c) Dimech v. Corlett (1858), 12 Moore P. C. 199 ; Tarrabochia v. Hickie (1856), 
1 H. & N. 183 ; McAndrew v. Chappie (1866), 1 L. R. C. P. 643 ; CUpsham y. 
Ferhi^ (1843), 5 Q. B. 265. And see Article 30, post. The common ^' cancelling 
clause," by which the charterer has the option of cancelling the charter if the 
ship is not ready to load by a certain day, appears to go no further than a clause 
*' ready to load by " a certain date, compliance with which would be a condition 
precedent. The *' cancelling clause " may be so strict as to give neither party 
an option, as in Adamson y. Newcastle Association (1879), L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 462. 

(d) Vide ante, Article 23, Case 1, p. 51 (1863), 3 B. & S. 751. Behn t. 
Bumess (1863) came before the Exchequer Chamber as a test ease to decide 
whether Ollioe v. Booker (1847), and Glaholm v. Hays (1841), or Dimech v. 
Corlett (1858), were good law, assuming them to contradict each other. The 
Court held both to be good law, treating Dimech t. Corlett as the application of 
Ollive V. Booker to a set of very special facts. Sharp y. Qibbs (1857), 1 H. & N. 
801, also turns on very special facts. 

(e) Ollive v. Booker (1847), 1 Exch. 416. 

(/) Corkling v. Massey (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 395. 

(g) Oliver v. Fielden (1849), 4 Exch. 135. For meaning of *' leave not later 
than all March," see Van Baggen r. Baines (1854), 9 Ex. 523. 

(A) Glaholm v. Hays (1841), 2 M. & G. 259. 

(0 Deffel V. Brockelbank (1817), 4 Price, 36. See also Davidson v. Owynne 
(1810), 12 East, 381. 
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on or before December 15, the charterers to have the option of cancelling 
or confirming the charter." Through dangers of the sea, the steamer, 
though at X., was not free of pratique by December 15, and the charterers 
cancelled. Edd, that the clause as to excepted perils did not prevent them 
from 80 doing (Jc). 

Ccue 8. — ^A ship was chartered on February 24, from X. to T., and 
thence to Z. The charter described her as (1) coppered A 1 of X. ; 

(2) now at anchor in this port, and contained a clause (3) that she should 
'* proceed with all convenient speed." At the execution of the charter, the 
ship (1) was not coppered and had no class on the register ; (2) was not at 
anchor in the port, being then coppered as a new vessel in dry dock ; and 

(3) did not leave X. till March 30. The charterer was at X. and knew of 
the delay, but did not repudiate the charter, ffdd (1) that " A 1 coppered ^ 
referred to the date of sailing, and not to the date of the charter (I), 
(2) That ** now at anchor in the port " was too unimportant to be made a 
coudition precedent, unless it could be shown that the object of the charter 
had been frustrated by its untruth. (3) That the term '* to sail with all 
convenient speed," though undoubtedly broken, could not be treated as a 
condition precedent (m), since the charterer knew of its breach, and did not 
throw up the charter (n). 

Ca&e 9. — A ship was chartered on March 15, the charter reciting that it 
was executed on February 6, and containing the clause "that the ship 
should proceed from X., where she then lay, on or before February 12. 
Held, if the clause had been possible to have been performed at the time of 
execution, it was a condition precedent, but here, when the charter was 
executed, the stipulation had become impossible and therefore nugatory, 
aiid not a condition precedent (o). 



Article 28. — Conditions implied in the Controust, 

In all contracts for the carriage of goods by sea, there are 
implied, in the absence of express stipulation to the contrary, 
the following undertakings by the shipowner or carrier : — 

(1.) That his ship is seaworthy (p). 

(K) Smith Y. Dart (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 105. See also Croockewit r. Fletcher 
(1857), 1 H. & N. 893. The excepted perils would protect the shipowner from 
an action by the charterer* 

(/) Ko opinion was expressed as to whether it was a condition precedent. The 
class on the register would certainly be so : whether *' coppering " was so or not, 
would probably depend on the nature and length of the voyage. 

(m) It would have been otherwise had there been a named day : Ottwe v. Booker ; 
Ghholm V. HaySy vide supra; or if the delay had frustrated the commercial 
adventure : Jadtson v. Union Marine Insurance Company (1874), L. B. 10 C. P. 
125. And see Article 30, post, 

(n) Dimech v. Corlett (1858), 12 Moore P. C. 199. Commented on in Behn v. 
Bumese (1863), 3 B. & S. 751, 760. 

(o) Hail V. Cazewme (1804), 4 East, 477. See also Dixon v. fferiot (1862), 
2 F. & F. 760 ; but per contra Parke, B., in Ollive v. Booker (1847), 1 Exch. 416. 
*^ The averment of the lact that the charterer knew of the inaccuracy of the charter 
at the time of signing it was immaterial." 

(p) Steel V. State Line S3, Co. (1877), L. R. 3 App. C. 72, et vide sub. 
Article 29. 
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(2.) That his ship shall commence and carry out the 
voyage contracted for with reasonable diligence (j). 

(3.) That his ship shall carry oat the voyage contracted 
for without unnecessary deviation (r). 

Such breaches of these undertakings as defeat the com- 
mercial purpose of the voyage will justify the hirer of the 
ship or the owner of the goods carried, in repudiating the 
contract to carry (y). Such breaches as do not defeat the 
commercial purpose of the voyage will give rise to an action 
for damages («). The exceptions in a charter or bill of 
lading do not prevent the application of any of these under- 
takings, unless they are clearly iutended so to do {t). 



Article 29. — Undertaking of Seaworthiness. 

A shipowner by contracting to carry goods in a ship, in 
the absence of express stipulation {u) impliedly undertakes 
that his ship is seaworthy (v). 

The seaworthiness required is relative to the particular 
voyage contracted for, being different for summer or for 
winter voyages, for river and lake, or for sea navigation («), 
and varies with the particular cargo contracted to be 
carried (y). 

The undertaking is not merely that the shipowner will do 
and has done his best to make the ship fit, but that the 
ship really is fit to undergo the perils of the sea and other 



(g) Jaoks(m v. Union Marine Insurance Co, (1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 125, et vide 
sub. Article 30. 

(r) Scaramanga v. Stamp (1880), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 295, et vide sub. Articles 99, 
100. 

(s) aipsham v. Vertue (1843), 5 Q. B. 265. 

(0 The Glenfrmn (1885), 10 P. D. 103 ; Smith v. Dart (1884), L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 
105. 

(u) See note, post, p. 60. 

(t?) Steel V. State Line Steamship Co, (1877), L. R. 3 App. C. 72 ; The Mara- 
thon (1879), 40 L. T. 163 ; Cohn y. Davidson (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 455 ; Kopi- 
toff V. Wilson (1876), L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 377 ; Lyon v. Mells (1804), 5 East, 4^8. 

(ar) Daniels v. Harris (1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 1 ; Annen v. Woodman (1810), 
3 Taunt. 299. 

(y) Stanton v. Richardsm (1875), 45 L. J 78 (H. L.); Tattersail v. National 
Steamship Co, (1884), L. R. 12 Q. B» D. 297 ; The Marathon, vide supra. 
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incidental risks to which she must of necessity be exposed in 
the course of the voyage {%), 

This seaworthiness must exist not only at the commence- 
ment of loading, but also at the time of sailing from the 
port of loading, and it then includes an undertaking that the 
stowage is fit and proper for the proposed voyage (a). 

If the charterer or shipper discovers the unseaworthiness 
before commencing the voyage, and the ship cannot be made 
seaworthy in a time which it is reasonable, under the circum- 
stances, that the charterer or shipper should wait, he may 
throw up the contract of hire or carriage (i). 

If unseaworthiness arises in the course of the voyage, and 
the shipowner has an opportunity to repair it, he is bound to 
repair before proceeding on the voyage, but cannot require 
the charterer or shipper to wait more than a reasonable time 
for that purpose (c). 

The shipowner will be liable in damages for loss caused 
by: (1) unseaworthiness at starting, unless he is expressly 
protected from such liability by exceptions in the charter 
or bill of lading {d) ; (2) unseaworthiness on the voyage, 
not covered by exceptions, even though he has no opportunity 
to repair it; (3) unseaworthiness on the voyage, though 
covered by exceptions, which he has an opportunity to 
repair, if he proceed without repairing (e). 

This implied undertaking arises not from the shipowner's 
position as a common carrier, but from his acting as a 
shipowner (/). 

Note 1. — In time policies of insurance there is no implied 

(z) 8Uel y. State Line Co., vide supra, at ^, 86] The Glenfruin (1885), L. R. 
10 P. D. 103. 

(a) Cohn ▼. Davidson (1877), vide supra, 

(6) Stcmton v. Eichardson (1S75), 45 L. J. (H. L.) 78; TuUy v. Bowling 
(1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 182. 

(c) Worms v. Storey (1855), 11 Ex. 427 ; The Bona (1884), 51 L. T. 28. 

(d) For cases where exceptions did not protect him, see The Gknfrum (1885), 
10 P. D. 103 ; The Undaunted (1886), 11 P. D. 46. See note, post, p. 

{e) Worms v. Storey, vide supra, 

00 ^opitoff V. Wilson (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 377. A tug owner also impliedly 
contracts that his tug is properly equipped and supplied with coals : The Un- 
daunted (1886), 11 P. D. 46. But see Eobertson v. Amazon Tug Co, (1881), 
L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 598, negativing an implied contract of efficiency, where the tug 
is named ; the facts there, however, were very unusual. 
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warranty of initial Beaworthiness (g) owing to the hardship of 
requiring the shipowner to undertake that his vessel is sea- 
worthy at a time when she is at sea bejond his control, a time 
at which such policies frequently begin to run. There is also 
the difficulty of deciding what constitutes seaworthiness for a 
definite time, but for unknown voyages. These considerations 
do not apply so strongly to time charters, which usually, though 
not always, commence with the vessel's starting from port for 
JEt known voyage. A time charter, therefore, includes an under- 
taking of seaworthiness at the beginuing of the time. Where 
several voyages are included in the charter, special proviBions 
are frequently inserted (A). In the absence of such provisions, 
the owner must be held to undertake that his ship is seaworthy 
on leaving each place where he has an opportunity to repair 
unseaworthiness (t). 

Note 2. — Seaworthy : that the ship should be in a condition to 
encounter whatever perils a ship of that kind and laden in that 
way might be fairly expected to encounter in making such a 
voyage at such a time of year. Thus, the ship must be properly 
ballasted and dunuaged (Tc), A ship chartered to carry gun- 
powder must have the magazine required by the Board of Trade 
regidations. The shipowner must provide the ship with all 
necessary documents for the voyage (Z); but in Wilson v. 
Hankin (m), the certificate of the port of loading as to stowage, 
the absence of which did not increase the risk of the voyage, 
or affect the admissibility of the ship at her port of discharge, 
was held not an essential to seaworthiness. 

Case 1. — ^F. shipped goods under a bill of lading, which excepted 
*' perils whether or not arising from negligence of A.^ servants, risk of 
craft or hull, or any damage thereto, &c." Seawater entered through the 
negligence of some of the crew in leaving a lower port insufficiently 
fastened. Heldj that if this were so at the beginning of the voyage the 
ship was then unseaworthy, and the exceptions of the bill of lading (Sd not 
protect the shipowner, as they do not apply till the voyage has begun (n). 
That such a bill of lading contained an implied undertaking that the ship 
was at the time of its departure, reasonably fit for accomplishing the 
services which the shipowner engages to perform (o). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to proceed to a wharf in the river X., 



ig) Gibson v. Small (1853). 4 H. L. C. 353. 

(A) See Ripley v. Scaife (1826), 5 B. & C. 167 ; Havelock v. Oeddes (1809), 10 
East, 555. 

(•) Worms V. Storey (1855), 11 Ex. 427 ; The Bona (1884), 51 L. T. 28. 

(k) FtJtf Article 49. 

(0 Lewf V. Costerton (1816), 4 Camp. 389 ; Ihdton v. Powles (1861), 30 L. J., 
N. S. Q. B. 169. 

(m) (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 162. 

(n) In charters, both the carrying voyage, and the chartered voyage, which 
need not coincide with the carrying voyage; in bills of lading, the carrying 
voyage : Hudson v. Hill (1874), 43 L. J. C. P. 273: Barker v. McAndrevo (1866), 
18C. B., N. S. 759. 

(o) Steel V. State Line Steamship Co, (\9>11), L. R. 3 App. C. 72. 
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and there take on board a cai^ro, and proceed to Z. She was gcawortfay 
when she began to load, but unseaworthy when she put to sea. Eddy 
that the owner undertakes that the ship shall be seaworthy for the 
intended voyage at the time of her sailing on it. That what is seaworthi- 
ness for loading in harbour may be imseaworthiness for the voyage. That 
the ship may be without any breach of the undertaking, unseaworthy for 
the voyage while in port, if she is seaworthy for loading, but will break 
the undertaking, if she leaves port in that condition (jp). 

Case 3. — A ship was chartered to proceed to the East Indies and take 
on board a cargo of, inter dUa, wet sugar. The ship was seaworthy for 
any cargo except wet sugar, for which she had not pimips of sufficient 
capacity. jQTeZa, that the charter implied an underts^ng that the ship 
was fit to carry wet sugar, and that, as the ship could not be made ilt 
without a delay unreasonable under the circumstances of the contract, the 
charterer was justified in throwing up the charter (9). 

Ccue 4. — ^A ship was chartered on March 4, '* for twelve months, for as 
many consecutive voyages as the said ship can enter upon after comple- 
tion of the present voyage " from X. to Z. When the ship had completed 
that voyage, she was found to be unseaworthy, and the necessary repairs 
delayed her for two months. The charterer threw up the charter. Hddj 
by the whole Court, that he was justified. By Brdt, J., on the ground 
that the ship was not reasonably fit for the purpose for which she was 
chartered, and could not be made fit within any time which would not 
have frustrated the object of the adventure (r). By the rest of the 
Court (s) on the ground that time was of the essence of the contract, and 
that the charterer was not bound to accept the ship for a time shorter 
than or substantially different from that which he bad contracted for (f). 

Case 5. — F. shipped cattle under a bill of lading agreeing? that the 
shipowner was not liable for accidents, disease or mortality, and under no 
circumstances for more than £5 per animal. The ship, after carryino; a 
cargo of cattle on a previous voyage, was improperly cleaned, and F.'s 
cattle took foot and mouth disease. Hdd, there was a duty on the ship- 
owner to have the ship reasonably fit for the carriage of the goods he had 
contracted for, and that, such duty being neglected, the limitations of 
liabiUty did not apply (u). 

Case 6. — ^A ship was chartered '' then being tight, staunch and strong,** 
to proceed from A. to Z., " all other unavoi&ble (x) hindrances, dangers 
and accidents of the seas excepted." She was seaworthy when she 
started, but became unseaworthy by excepted perils during the voyage, and 



(p) (John V. Davidson (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 455 ; in Kopitoff v. Wilson (1876), 
L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 377, in which armour plates broke loose from their stowage and 
sunk the ship, the question left to the jury was : ^ Was the ship at the time of 
sailing in a state, as regards the receiving and stowing of the plates, reasonably 
fit to encounter the ordinary perils that might be txpected at a voyage at that 
season ? " 

(q) Stanton v. Richardson (1875), 45 L. J. (H. L.) 78. 

(r) It seems that this is more in accord with principle than the other view ; if 
time were of the essence of the contract, one day's delay would free the charterer, 
but the Comrt recognise the other position in the phrase ** a substantially different 
time." 

($) Mellish, L.J., Amphlett, J.A., Kelly, C.B. 

(0 Tally Y. Howling (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 182. 

(tt) TattersaU v. National 8, 8, Co, (1884), L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 297. 

(or) 27naooula&^= Unavoidable by ordinary despatch and diligence. Granger v. 
Dent (1829), M. & M. 475. 
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put into a port, ^^here she could have been repaired.' She proceeded to 
sea without repairs. Hdd^ that she was not bound to repair or to 
proceed, bat if she wished to proceed, she must repair, and that the owner 
was liable for damage on the further voyage, caused by the unseawortbir 
ness of his vessel (y). 

Case 7. — ^A vessel was damaged while on her voyage by decks straining, 
and the master, having an opportunity to repair, proceeded without 
caulking the decks. In consequence the cargo was damaged. Hddy that 
the shipowner was liable for such damage (2). 

Case 8. — A ship, chartered to carry tea, carried antimony as ballast. 
The charterers, alleging that the fumes of antimony were prejudicial to 
tea, refused to load. Antimony in fact was not prejudicial to tea. Hdd^ 
thp.t, the ship being in fact fit to carry the cargo, the fact that there was 
a general belief that it was unfit was no defence to the charterer (a). 

Note, — ^It is not now tmnsiial to find in bills of lading a clause 
limiting this undertaking to one that due diligence has been 
used to make the ship seaworthy : e.^., " All the above excep- 
tions are conditional on the ship being seaworthy when she 
sails on the voyage, bnt any latent detects in the machinery 
shall not be considered unseaworthiness, provided the same do 
not resiilt from want of due diligence of the owners, or any of 
them, or the ship's husband or manager ;" or *' It is expressly 
declared that the company are not liable for loss or damage 
occasioned by any defects whatsoever in the hull, machinery, 
or equipment of this vessel . . . whether such defects existed 
before the commencement of or arose or developed during the 
voyage, provided all reasonable means have been taken to make 
the vessel seaworthy " (h). 

A common Liverpool exception is " unseaworthiness of the 
vessel at the commencement of the voyage, provided all reason- 
able means have been taken to provide against the same." A 
few bills go so far as even to negative liability even for unsea- 
worthiness caused by negligence, e,g,^ '' In accepting this bill of 
lading the shipper expressly agrees that the steamer is sea- 
worthy and reasonably fit for the carriage of the cargo herein 
contracted to l)e carried (c), at the time of starting on the 
voyage, and under no circumstances is such seaworthiness or 
fitness to be questioned ;" and, again, *' not liable for act, neglect, 
or default of any person or persons in providing, despatching, 
and navigating the ship." 



(y) W(yrms v. Storey (1855), 11 Ex. 427. 

\z) The Rom (1884), 51 L. T. 28. 

(a) Towse v. Henderson (1850), 4 Ex. 890. 

(6) These two exceptions bear the mark of The Olenfrum (1885), L. R. 10 P. D. 

103. 
(c) This bears the mark of Tattersall v. National 8,8. Co. (1884), L. R. 12 

Q. B. D. 297. 
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r 

Article 30. — Undertaking of reasonable Despatch, 

The shipowner impliedly undertakes that his vessel shall 
be ready to commence the voyage agreed upon, and to load 
the cargo to be carried, and shall proceed upon and complete 
the voyage agreed upon, in a time which is reasonable having 
regard to the charterer's or shipper's voyage or adventure (d), 
e.6., in such a time that in a commercial sense the commercial 
speculation entered into can be carried out {e). 

If this implied undertaking is rendered impossible of per- 
formance by obstacles not known to the parties when they 
entered on the charter (/), and wliich cannot be removed 
within a reasonable time as defined above, the charterer or 
shipowner may throw up the charter (ff) ; the shipowner or 
shipper may repudiate the contract contained in the bill of 
lading (h). 

If the obstacle to performance is one of the excepted perils, 
no action will lie against either party for the failure to per- 
form the contract. If the obstacle is not covered by the 
exceptions, an action will lie against the party failing to 
perform the contract. 

If the delay, though unreeisonable, is not such as to frustrate 
the commercial purpose of the adventure, it will be a ground 
for an action for damages, but will not justify the repudiation 
of the charter (i). 

Case 1. — A ship was chartered in November, 1871, to proceed with all 
possible despatch, dangers and accidents of navigation excepted, from 
Liverpool to Newport, and there load iron for San Francisco. She sailed 
from L. for N. on January 2, 1872, and stranded on the way on January 3. 
The repairs required took till the end of August. On February 15, the 



(d) Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. (1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 125 ; Tally 
V. Howling (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 182, dicta of Judges in Rankm v. Potter (1872]^ 
L. R. 6 H. L. 83 ; McAndrew v. ildams(1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 29 ; Fwoler v. Knoop 
(1878), L. K. 4 Q. B. D. 299 (unloading). See also Donaldson v. Little (1882), 10 
C. of S. Cases 413 ; Mackenzie v. Liddell (1883), ibid, 705 (&.) 

(«) See note 1. 

(/) Medeiros v. Hill (1832), 8 Bing. 231. 

(g) Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. (1874), vide supra ; Oeipel v. Smith 
(1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 404. 

(A) See note 2. 

(0 Clipsham v. Vertue (1843), 5 Q. B. 265 ; Tarrabochia v. Hickie (1856), 
1 H. & N. 183 ; McAndrevo v. Chappie (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 643. 
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charterers threw up the charter. The jury found that the time necessary 
for getting the ship off and repairing her was so long as to put an end in 
a commercial sense to the commercial speculation entered upon by the 
shipowner and charterer. Held, that the charterer was justified under the 
circumstances in throwing up the charter, though as the delay aroee from 
excepted perils he had no action against the shipowner (A;). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to fetch ice from Norway in March, to 
be delivered in June ; owing to delay from perik of the sea she cannot 
arrive in Norway till August, or at her final destination till November. 
Submitted ; the charterer may throw up the charter (Z). 

Ocue 3.—- A ship was chartered to proceed to Z. with all convenient speed, 
with au exception of ** restraint of princes." Before anything had been 
done under the charter, the French Government declared Z. blockaded. 
Heidf that the shipowner was only bound to wait a reasonable time for the 
removal of such an obstacle, and as it was likely to continue so long as to 
defeat the object of such a commercial adventure, the shipowner was 
justified in throwing up the charter, and in refusing to load at all, though 
the loading was not prevented bv the blockade of Z. (m). 

Gaee 4. — ^A ship was chartered as *' bound to Nantes," to load at Nantes 
and proceed to Z. Before proceeding to Nantes, the ship went to New- 
castle. The charterer alleged unreasonable delay, and refused to load. 
Held, that such an allegation was only a ground for an action for damages, 
and would not support a repudiation of the charter, unless it was also 
alleged that the delay frustrated the object of the voyage (n). 

Case 6.— A ship was chartered ^* with all convenient speed, having liberty 
to take an outward cargo for owner's benefit, direct on the way, to proceed 
to X. and there load a full cargo." The ship deviated to T. which was not 
<< direct on the way " to X., and arrived at X. a few days late. The 
charterer refused to load. It was admitted that the object of the voyage 
was not frustrated, and the whole Court held, that the charterer was not 
entitled to repudiate the charter, but had his remedy in damages (p). 

Case 6. — Owing to the delay of the master of a ship, who omitted to take 
on board provisions and stores while the cargo was loading, the ship was 
detained after her loading was completed, so that the harbour froze and 
she was ice-bound for the winter, ffdd, that the shipowners were liable 
for the damage resulting from such delay (p). 

Case 7. — A ship was chartered on October 20, to go in ballast to X., and 
brins back a careo of fruit direct to Z. ; if the vessel did not arrive at X. 
by tfanuary 31, the charterer was to be at liberty to cancel the charter. 
The ship did arrive before January 31, but made an intermediate voyage 
before so doing. Mdd, that the charterer was entitled to throw up the 



(k) Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co, (1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 125. See 
also Tully v. Howlvig (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 182. 

(/) On authority of Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. vide supra, see per 
Bramwell, B., pp. 141, 143, 146. Touteng y. Hubbard (1802), 3 B. & P. 291, 
must be taken as overruled so far as it contradicts Case 2. 

(m) Geipel v. Smith (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 404. 

(n) Ciipsham v. Vertue (1843), 5 Q. B. 265. See also Tarraboohia v. ffickie 
(1856), 1 H. & N. 183. 

(o) Mc Andrew v. Chappie (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 643. See also Bommann v. 
Tooke (1808), 1 Camp. 377. But see Freeman v. Taylor (1831), 8 Bing. 124, 
where six weeks' delay and deviation on the outward voyage, found by the jury to 
frustrate the object of the charter, was held to put an end to the charter. 

(j>) The Wilhelm (1866), 14 L. T. 636. 
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charter, the implied undertaking to proceed with reasonable speed having 
b«en brokea (^). 

Note 1. — The case oiJaclcson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. (r) 
has never been formally approved by the House of Lords, 
though Lord Blackburn in Dahl v. Nelson said («) : " There was 
a dissenting minority " [i.e.y Cleasby, B.], " in that case, and some 
previous authorities are perhaps not quite consistent with it. 
It is no doubt competent to your Lordships to reconsider that 
case, and decide contrary to it ; I think it was rightly decided." 
In the same case Lord Watson said (t) : " I adopt the view of 
Brett, L.J. (u), that the shipowner must bring his ship to the 
primary destination named in the charter, unless he is prevented 
from getting his ship to that destination by some obstruction or 
disability of such a character that it cannot be overcome by the 
shipowner by any reasonable means, except within such a 
time as having regard to the adventure of both the shipowner 
and the charterers is as a matter of business wholly unreason- 
able." It was also cited without disapproval by Lord Selbome 
and Lord Watson in Inman v. Bischoff (a), and may therefore be 
accepted as established law. 

Whether there is either a day named in the charter by which 
peiformance must be commenced or completed, or a general 
stipiilation expressed in the charter, such as '' vrith all possible 
despatch, certain perils excepted," there will also be held to be 
an implied underUiking to proceed '* in time reasonable for the 
commercial adventure." Failure in the express stipulation, but 
compliance vdth the implied one, vdll in the case of a named 
day justify the charterer in repudiating the contract, in the 
case of a general stipulation will give him only an action for 
damages (y). Compliance with the express stipulation, but 
failure in the implied one, would entitle the charterer to repu- 
diate (z). 

The three cases relied on by Cleasby, B., in his dissenting 
judgment (a) in Jackson^ 8 Casej cannot be relied on as law so far 
as they conflict with this. 

In Hadley v. Olarhe, P. shipped goods by A.'s ship " to be 
carried from Liverpool to Leghorn ;" when the cargo was loaded 



(g) Mc Andrew v. Adams (1834), 1 ^ing. N. C. 29 (a good example of the double 
undertaking, eipress and implied). 

(r) L. R. 10 C. P. 125 (1874). 

(s) (1881) L. R. 6 App. C. 38, 53. 

(0 L. R. 6 App. C. 38, 59, 60. 

(tf) 12 Ch. D. at p. 593. 

(a?) L. R. 7 App. C. 670, 676, 689 (1882). See also Sankin v. Potter (1872), 
L. R. 6 H L. 83, 104, 113, 117, 133. 

(t/) Jackson V. Union Marine Insurance Co., vide supra, Clipsham v. Vertue 
(1843), 5 Q. B. 265. 

(z) McAndrew v. Adams (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 29. 

(a) Hadley ▼. Clarke (1799), 8 T. R. 259 ; Touteng ▼. Hubbard (1802), 3 B. & P. 
291 ; Hurst v. Usbome (1856), 18 C. B. 144. 
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and the voyage had begun, an embargo was laid on the ship at 
Falmouth, which detained her for two years, and it was held that 
such an embargo only suspended and did not dissolve the con- 
tract between the parties. There was here no finding by the 
jury that the object of the adventure was frustrated. It is dif- 
ficult to imagine a modem jury finding that two years' delay 
did not put an end to the commercial adventure ; and in Geipel 
V. Smith (1872) (5), the shipowner was allowed to repudiate 
under circumstances much less strong. 

In Touteng v. Hubbard a ship was chartered for a voyage to 
St. Michael's for fruit ; and she was delayed by an embargo till 
the fruit season was over. The case really turned on the 
nationality of the vessel, but the judges, following Hadley v. 
Clarke, said obiter that the merchant would have been under the 
necessity of furnishing the ship with a cargo if she had arrived 
at St. Michael as soon as she conveniently could after the 
raising of the embargo, though the fruit season was over. 

In Hurst v. Uabamey a ship was chartered to proceed to X. for 
grain or other lawful merchandise; she did not arrive at X. 
tiU the export trade in grain was over ; evidence as to the state 
of the com trade was held inadmissible (c). 

In Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. (c2), Bramwell, J., 
delivering the judgment of the majority of the Court, expressed 
disapproval of the two latter cases. As to Touteng v. Hubbardy 
he pointed out that the dicta cited were chiter, and said, '' I 
cannot think that it would have been so held, had it been ne- 
cessary to act upon it,'' proceeding to put cases showing the 
unfortunate residts of such a decision ; while, as to Hurst v. 
UtbomCy he was more decided, and said : ** I think it is unsatisfac- 
tory, and, if a decision on the question now before us, wrong." 

None of these cases therefore can be now taken as authorities 
in any way contradicting the implied undertaking of the ship- 
owner to carry out the voyage in a time which is reasonable, 
having regard to the commercial adventure concerned. Though 
there are few cases as to the effects of unreasonable delay in the 
carrying voyage, it seems clear that the principle covers this as 
well as delay before loading ; such cases would naturally be less 
frequent, as, if the shipowner wishes to repudiate, he, or his 
captain, must still act for the time as the agent of the cargo- 
owners and for the benefit of the goods, while the cargo-owner 
is also under the necessity of taking the cargo, if he repudiates. 

Note 2. — The question has, it is believed, never arisen as to 
bills of lading, but it is submitted that a shipper who had 
shipped his goods would be entitled to demand them back if the 



) L. R. 7 Q. B. 404. 

(c) There is also The Newport (1858), Swabey, 335, a decision of Mr. Registrar 
Rothery, following Hadley v. Clarke, vide supra, and holding that a detention of 
three years by capture only temporarily suspended the contract. 

\d) L. R. 10 C. P. 125, at pp. 146, 147. 
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ship did not sail within a reasonable time as defined above, or 
if being nnsea worthy she could not be made seaworthy within 
a reasonable time ; or if on the voyage, the ship was detained, 
as by a blockade, an unreasonable time. 



Implied eonfract to proceed wiihovi deviation or delay. 

(See Articles 99, 100.) 



Article 31. — Implied wndertahing hy Shipper not to ship 
dangerous Goods toithout Notice. 

By the common law of England (e) the shipper of goods 
impliedly undertakes to ship no goods of such a dangerous 
character or so dangerously packed, that the shipowner or 
his agent could not by reasonable knowledge and diligence 
bo aware of their dangerous character, without notice to the 
shipowner or his agent of such dangerous character ; and he 
is therefore liable to any person who is injured by the ship- 
ment of such dangerous goods without notice (/). 

But when the shipowner or his agent has full opportunities 
of observing the dangerous character of such goods, he is 
treated as having such notice, and the shipper is not there- 
fore liable {g). 

Quasre, whether the shipper^s undertaking is an absolute 
one to ship no dangerous goods without notice (h), or merely 
an undertaking to use due diligence to avoid such ship- 
ment (i). 

(«) Certain special goods are also dealt with by statutory penalties : see 36 & 37 
Vict. c. 85, 88. 23-27 ; 38 & 39 Vict. c. 17, ss. 33, 34, 36, 39, 43 (Explosives) : 
see Appendix III. All bills of lading contain special provisions as to risky or 
hazardous goods, e.g.j glass, specie, &c. 

(/) Brass v. Maitland (1856), 6 E. & B. 470 ; Hutchinson v. Quion (1858), 5 C. B., 
N. S. 149 ; Williams v. East India Company (1802), 3 East, 192, at pp. 200, 201 : 
Farrant v. Barnes (1862), 31 L. J. C. P. 137 : in which see dictian, per Willes, J., 
at p. 139. 

(g) Acatos v. Bums (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 282, which seems thus reooncileable 
with Brass v. Maitland and other cases, though some of its dicta are more 
sweeping. 

(A) ^ laid down by Campbell, C.J., and Wightman, J., in Brass ▼. Maitland. 

(t) As laid down by Crompton, J., in Brass v. Maitland^ and apparently by 
Brett, L. J., in Acatos v. Bums, where he says, " There is no warranty that the 
goods shipped have no concealed defects at the time of shipment." Thi;) alterna- 
tive, in view of the findings of the jury in Acatos v. Bums^ and the judgment of 
the Court therein, is possibly the correct view. 
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Case 1. — F. shipped on board A.'s ship sixty casks described as " bleach- 
ing powder/* apparently sufiSciently packed ; in fact the powder contained 
chloride of lime, which corroded the casks, and damaged the rest of tlie 
cargo. Held^ tiiat, in the absence of notice to A. of the dangerous 
character of the goods, F. was liable for the resultant damage, unless the 
powder was such a well-known article that masters of ships onght to 
know of its dangerous character. F. pleaded that he shipped the goods, 
packed as he received them from third persons, withont negUgence. Heicl, 
by Lord Campbell and Wightman, J., no defence; by (>ompton, J., a 
good defence (k). 

Case 2. — ^A., shipowners, received for shipment from F., a quantity of 
salt cake with permission to stow it in bulk. In ignorance of its nature, 
they stowed it next casks, which it corroded, letting out the brine they 
contained, which damaged the salt cake. F. sued A. for negligent stows^e. 
Held, that proof that F. concealed the dangerous nature of salt cake from 
A., and that it would not be known to masters in the ordinary course of 
business, was a good defence. Edd^ also, that the mere fact that F, 
authorized stowage in bulk was no defence, as he did not authorize 
negligent stowage in bulk (T), 

Case 3. — ^F. shipped maize in A.'s ship, apparently in good order and 
condition ; on the voyage it sprouted and was evidently in bad condition 
and dangerous. The jury foimd that it was dangerous when shipped ; but 
that its state could not have been ascertained by the use of reasonable means, 
and that the shipowner had full opportunities of examining it. Held, that 
F. was not liable for any damage or delay occasioned by su(£ shipmentj(m). 



(X) Brass v. Maitland (1856), 6 E. & B. 470. 

(0 Hutchinson v. Guion (1858), 5 C. B., N. S. 149. 

(tn) Acatos v. Bums (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 282. On these findings, the deci- 
sion of the Court appears to overrule part of the decision in Brciss v. Maitland in 
farour of the view of Crompton, J. 
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SECTION IV. 

Perfobmangb of Coktraot : Loadino. 
Article 32. — Performanee of Contract before Loading. 

Ukdeb the contract of a£EFeightinent whereby the whole of 
a ship is hired, contained in a charterparty, the shipowner 
may have duties to perform before the cargo is loaded ; 
under the contract of affreightment, whereby goods, not a 
complete cargo, are to be carried, evidenced in a bill of lading 
only, as the bill of lading is not signed till the goods are 
shipped, such bill of lading does not usually proyide for any- 
thing previous to shipment (a). 



Article 33. — 8hipoumer*8 Duty under a Charter before loading : 
** To proceed to a Port and there load^ 

If the chartered voyage is not the same as the carrying 
Yoyage, as in a charter ^' to proceed to a port and there load," 
the shipowner's first duty is to proceed to his port of loading 
with reasonable speed, and by a fixed day, if such be named 
in the charter (&). 

(a) Where room is engaged for certain goods in a general ship, bat the goods 
are afterwards *' shat out ** for want of room, the contract of afireightment la 
prim&faoie broken, and an action will lie against the shipowner. 

This is subject to the following remarks : — (1.) That many engagements of 
goods are so indefinite that they could not be held to amount to contracts : though 
in other cases a formal contract clearly exists, as where the intending shipper 
makes a note of his goods and sometimes of the rate of freight on the back of one 
of the ship's shipping bards, and gets it initialled by the shipowner or his broker ; 
(2.) That most shipping cards contain a clause — '* last day for goods is . . . ., 
unless the ship is previously full,*' a proviso which protects the shipowner from 
any action for ^ shutting out "; (3.) That owing to the general course of business 
and the great difficulty of proving any damages by <* shutting out," such actions, 
which clearly lie at law, are in practice almost unknown. 

(6) Jackson v. XMon Marine Insurance Co, (1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 125; 
Brett, L.J., in Nelson v. Dahl, 12 Ch. D. pp. 581-584 (1879) ; McAndrew v. 
Adams (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 29. See also Barker v. McAndrew (1865), 18 
C. B., N. S. 759 ; Harrison v. GaHhome (1872), 26 L. T., N. S. 508. 

F 2 



68 TO PBOCEED TO A PORT 

The excepted perils in the charter though they apply to 
this preliminary voyage (o) do not prevent the application 
of either of these undertakings, though they may excuse the 
shipowner for their breach {d). 

Case 1. — ^A ahip was chartered on December 28, when lying at XJ^ to 
proceed forthwith to X. and there load, perils excepted " which may pre- 
vent the loading or delivery of the cargoes during the said voyage." Owing 
to delays caused by excepted perils, the ship did not reach X. till July 28, 
and the charterers refused to load. The jury found that the delay did not 
defeat the commercial object of the adventure. Eddy that '^ forthwith " 
meant without unreasonable delay (e) ; that the exceptions in the charter 
applied to the preliminary voyage to the port of loading ; and that the 
charterers were not justified in throwing up the charter (/). 

Cote 2. — ^A ship, then at X., was chartered to '' proceed to the usual 
loading place there, guaranteed for cargo in all October, and there load and 
proceed to Z.," certain perils being excepted ** during the voyage." The 
vessel broke ground to proceed to the usual place of loading, but was 

Srevented by excepted perils from arriving there till after considerable 
elay. The charterer did not throw up the charter, but sued the shipowner 
for its breach; the shipowner pleaded excepted perils. Hdd, that the 
transit to the place of loading was part of the voyage ; that the excepted 
perils applied to it, and that the charterer could not succeed (g\ 

CcLse 3. — ^A ship was chartered to go to X. and there load and proceed 
to Z., certain perils being excepted ; *' should the ship not bearriv^at X. 
free of pratique and ready to load on or before December 15, charterers to 
have the option of cancelling charter." Through excepted perils the ship 
was not free of pratique and ready to load on December 15. MM, that 
the clause as to excepted perils did not apply to the cancelling clause, and 
that the charterers could therefore throw up the charter (h). 

Note, — The port to which the ship is to proceed n)!ety be named 
in the charter, in which case the ship is bound to go there, 



(c) ffudaon v. Hill (1874), 43 L. J. C. P. 273; Bruce v. mcolopouio (1856), 11 
Exoh. 129. 

(d) Smith V. Dcart 4r Son (1884), L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 105 ; JBiarriton v. Garthome^ 
vide supra. 

(e) On the meaning of « forthwith," see also Baiberta v. Brett (1865), 11 H. L. C. 
837. 

(/) Hudson V. ffill (1874), vide supra. The ship made her outward voyage 
by Rio, which orilinarily would be a breach entitling charterer to throw up 
the charter (McAndrew v. Adams'), but was allowed by a special clause in the 
charter. The findings of the jury were contradictory and unsatisfactory, and, if 
the sugar season was over, it is difficult to reconcile some remarks of Brett, J.^ 
with the present law. If the jury had found commercial frustration, the 
charterers could hare thrown up the charter, but the shipowner would haye 
been protected from an action by the exceptions. 

(g) Barker v. McAndrew (1865). 18 G. B., N. S. 759. Willes, J., in his judg- 
ment distmguishes Crow v. Falk (1846), 8 Q. B. 467, and Valenter. Gibbs (1859), 
6 C. B., N. S. 270, as cases where there was no preliminary Yoyage, and the 
delay therefore arose before the *' voyage " began ; but some dicta of CSock- 
burn, C.J., in the latter case seem to go too far in the present state of the 
authorities. 

(A) Smith T. Dart (1884), L. B. 14 Q. B. D. 105. 
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usually protected by the olauBe ** or as near as she can safely 
get ;" or it may be left to the charterer to namey being '' a port 
as ordered " — ^the shipowner being sometimes protected by its 
description as a " safe port." 



Article 34.—" To proceed to a safe PortJ* 

A ^^safe port '^ means not only a port naturally safe, or a 
port into which the vessel can go safely as a laden ship, 
without danger &om physical causes (e), but also one into 
which she and her cargo can go without danger from political 
causes (h). 

The port must not only be safe when the ship is ordered 
to ity but also safe when the ship arrives at it (2). If the 
port is not safe at the time of order, the shipowner may 
refuse to start for it (m) ; if it becomes unsafe before arrival 
there, he may require another port to be named (2). 

(hse. — A German vessel was chartered to proceed to T., '* where she 
shall receive orders from charterer's agent within three days of arrival to 
proceed to any one safe port in Great Britain or on the Continent between 
Havre and Hamburg " ; at T. the ship was ordered to Dimkirk, then a safe 
port ; before reaching Dunkirk war broke out between France and Germany, 
rendering it unsafe for the ship to enter Dunkirk ; she therefore proceeded 
to Dover. Edd, that the shipowner was entitled to call upon the charterer 
at Dover to name a safe port for delivery, and, failing his doing so, was 
entitled to full freight at Dover (Z). 



Article 35. — " To proceed to a Port as ordered^ 

Where a ship is chartered to proceed to a '^port as 
ordered," the master is bound to wait a reasonable time for 
such orders, but need not, in the absence of express stipu- 
lation, communicate with the charterers. If he receives no 
orders withia a time commercially reasonable, he may either 
proceed to such a place as a prudent man would think most 
to the charterer's advantage, or may throw up the charter (n). 

(0 The Alhambra (1881), L. R. 6 P. D. 68. See also article 37. 

Ik) The Teutmia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171, at pp. 181, 182 ; Ogden v. Graham 
(1861), 1 B. & S. 773. 

(/) The Teutoniaj vide supra. 

(m) The Alhambra^ vide supra. 

(n) SievekiTig v. Maas (1856), 6 E. & B. 670 ; Wooiley v. Reddelien (1843), 
5 M. & 6. 316 ; Sae v. Hachett (1844), 12 M. & W. 724. 
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Note, — ^In praotioe the master always does infom the duuv 
terers of his arrival, and there is nsaally an express stipulation 
to that effect in the charter : e.<^., *' to call at T. for orders to 
be forwarded within forty-eight hours after notice of her arrival 
has been given to and received by charterer's agents in London 
or lay days to count" 

Cote, — A ship was chartered to proceed to X. and there load timber *^ to 
a coal port or a good and safe port on the Firth of Forth, or to London, cw 
to a good and safe port on the east coast of Great Britain as ordered at Y." 
She loaded at X. and proceeded to Y. for orders ; she received no orders 
there, so, after waiting a reasonable time, proceeded to Leith, ''a good and 
safe port on the Firth of Forth,** and then discharged. Hdd, that in the 
absence of orders the master was justified in proceeding after a reasonable 
time, and was not bomid to commmiicate with the charterers ; that in 
such a case he should [might P] go to the place to which he thought it 
would be most to the advantage of the charterer to go (o). 



Artiele 36. — ^ 8o near as the can safely get^ 

A ship chartered to load or unload at a named port or 
dock, " or so near as she can safely get," if prevented on her 
arrival from reaching the place of loading or unloading is 
bound to wait a reasonable time before adopting the alter- 
native place of loading or discharge, if by so waiting she can 
get to the place itself of loading or unloading (p). 

This reasonable time will be fixed by commercial con- 
siderationSy and by the nature of the voyage in which the 
ship is engaged {q). Thus in tidal rivers or harbours she is 
usually bound to wait till ordinary spring tides (r) ; in ice- 
bound rivers or seas, till the ice melts (s) ; in case of delay by 



(o) Sietefnng v. MaaSy vide supra. Lord Campbell's remarks in this case seem 
inconsistent with Roe v. Hackett^ vide supra, whei*e charterer's failure to name a 
port was held to justify the shipowners in not proceeding ; but there the port to 
be named was the port of loading ; in this case, the port of discharging, and aU 
it was necessary to decide was that the shipowner was not liable to an action for 
proceeding without orders. I have however altered Lord Campbeirs " should " to 
** may," to cover the two cases. 

(p) Dahl V. Nelson (1881), L. R. 6 App. C. 38. 

(g) Per Lord Blackburn, 6 App. C. p. 54 : ** What would be the effect on the 
object of the contract, and the damage to each party caused by the delay." Per 
Brett, L. J., 12 Ch. D. p. 593: ** Notice must be taken of what the particular 
adventure in each case is.** 

(r) Parher v. WxtUow (1857), 7 E. & B. 942 ; Bastifell v. Lloyd (1S62), 
1 H. & C. 388. Schilizzi v. Derry (1855), 4 £. & B. 873. 

(s) Schilizzi v. Derry, vide supra, at p. 886 ; Metcalfe v. Britannia Iron Works 
(1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 423 : and see per Brett, L.J., 12 Ch. D. at p. 693. 
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fulnesd of docks, a time reasonable from a commercial point 
of view (t). 

If wholly unexpected circumstances, such as a war, or a 
blockade intervene, the clause will not protect the master in 
delivering at the nearest safe port and claiming his freight, 
though such a course ma^y be a reasonable one for him to 
take (w). 

CcLse 1. — ^A ship was chartered to proceed ** to the Z. Docks, or so near 
thereto as she can safely get." She reached the dock gates on August 4 ; 
but the docks were quite full, though application had been made on the 
ship's behalf on July 16, and at least five weeks would elapse before the 
ship could be discharged. HMj that the shipowner was bound to wait a 
reasonable time to go into the docks, but that if he could only go in by 
waiting an unreasonable time, he was entitled to call upon the charterer to 
take delivery outside the dock gates at charterer's expense. Edd^ also, 
that the delay required to enter the docks in this case was unreasonable (t). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to proceed to a berth within certaiu limits 
in the port of Plymouth or " so near as she could safely get." She could 
not at neap tides get to the berth named but could at Sfiring tides. She 
arrived at neap tides. Held^ that she must wait till spring tides ; the delny 
by tides in a tidal harbour being in the ordinary and regular course uf 
navigation (v). 

Case 3. — Ship chartered " to Qulatz, or so near thereto as she should safely 
get." She reached the mouth of the Danube, ninety-five miles from G., on 
November 5, but there was not then enough water to enable her to cross 
the bar : she remained there till Decemlier 11, when the anchorage was no 
longer safe, and she accordingly proceeded to Odessa, the nearest safe port. 
There was water enough on the bar on January 7. Held, there had ^leen 
no performance of the charter ; the rising of the Danube at the beginning 
of the year being a well-known incident in Danube navioation, the master 
was bound to wait. The vessel was bound to get within the ambit of the 
port before discharging, though she mijiht not reach the actual harbour (ac). 

Case 4. — Charter " to Taganrog, or so near as she could safely get and 
deliver the cargo afloat." On arriving at Kertch, three himdred miles by 
sea, seven hundred by land, from T. the ship was prevented by ice from 
entering the Sea of Azof. She claimed under the clause to dt liver at 



(0 Ddhl V. Nelson (1881), L. R. 6 App. C. 38. 

(tt) Castel Latta v. Trechmann (1884), 1 C. & E. 276. Bnt this is now 
frequently provided for by express clauses. See note, p. 72. But if there is no 
prospect of the removal of the obstacle within a reasonable time, the master or 
shipowner can throw up the contract : Geipel v. Smith (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 404, 
In that case he will still have the duty of providing for the cargo in the way most 
beneficial to its owner (see Articles 95, 101), and he will be entitled tu recover 
any expenses incurred in so doing : Cargo ex Argos (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 184, and 
Articles 101, 138, post. It does not, of course, follow that the nearest safe port, 
though possibly the most convenient to the shipowner, is the port most beneficial 
to the cargo-owner. 

(v) Parker v. Winiow (1857), 7 E. & B. 942. See also Bastifell v. Lloyd (1862^ 
1 H. & C. 388. Per Bramwell, B., " it would be different if there were only one 
or two tides in the year." 

(jc) Schilizzi V. Derry (1855), 4 E. & B. 873. Lord Campbell, p. 886, com- 
pared detention by insufficient water to detention by ice. 
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Eertcb. EM, this vnB iK)t a delivery under the charter, the obstruction 
being only temporary, and such as must be incident in every voyage to a 
frozen sea (y). 

Case 5. — Charter **to Taganrog, or so near as she may safely get." 
Owing to Turkish blockade the ship was unable to reach T., and accord- 
ingly proceeded to Constantinople, the nearest safe port, and claimed to 
deliver her cargo there. JSddy not a delivery under the charter, the clause 
being intended to meet the case of the ship not being able absolutely to get 
to the very place or dock stipulated, but not enabling the vessel to go to 
any port, which under the circumstances it is a reasonable course for the 
master to go to (z). 

Note^ — Tbe question of tbe disposition of the cargo on bills of 
lading or charters, where the vessel is prevented from reaching 
her port of destination is now often dealt with by clauses of 
this kind : — " In case of the blockade or interdict of the port of 
destination, or if without such blockade or interdict the enter- 
ing of the port of discharge shonld be considered unsafe by 
reason of war, infectious disorder, quarantine, disturbances, ice, 
or from any other cause, the master to have the option of land- 
ing the goods at any other port he may consider safe, at shipper's 
risk and expense, when the ship's responsibility shall cease ;" 
or : — " when the navigation of the continental ports is obstructed 
by ice, the goods to be landed at the nearest available port at 
the risk and expense of the consignor, such delivery being con- 
sidered final," or : — 

" Should hostilities render it unsafe for the steamer or her 
cargo to proceed to the port of destination, she has liberty to 
discharge her cargo at any near available port, and there end 
her voyage, giving shippers due notice of such fact." 

This power is sometimes given the master '' in case of appre- 
hension of such prevention, or in case of war or hostilities ren- 
dering the farther prosecution of the voyage in the opinion of 
the master or owners unsafe." Without such clauses as these, 
though the master might delay or deviate to avoid danger, he 
could not land the goods or give up the intention of proceedling 
to the original port of destination, at any rate till such delay 
had ensued as to defeat the commercial purpose of the adven- 
ture; semblef even then he would not be entitled to freight; 
though he might be entitled to the expenses of delivery* (See 
Articles 138, 139, 143.) 



Artiele 37.—" Safdy." 

" Safely " means " safely as a laden ship (a)." The ship is 
not therefore bound to load part of her cargo in the port, and 

(y) Metcalfe v. Britannia Iron Works (C.A.) (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 423. 
(r) Castei r. 7)rechmann (1884), I C. & E. 276 (Stephen, J.), see note («), ante, 
(a) Shield v. Wilkins (1850), 5 Ex. 304. 
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then take on board outside the port the part of the cargo 
she could not safely load in port (&). Neither is she bound 
to unload before reaching the port, to enable herself to 
proceed to a port she could not reach in safety at her laden 
draught of water (c). 

Case 1. — A sliip was chartered '^ to a safe port as ordered, or as near 
thereto as she can safely get, and always lay and discharge afloat." The 
ship was ordered to Lowestoft, where the vessel could not ** lie always 
afloat," without previously discharging some of her cargo outside the port. 
Edd, that the shipowner was not bound to go to such a port, but only 
to one where the vessel in her laden draught of water could always lie 
afloat safely (cQ. 

Cckse 2. — A ship was chartered to X., "or so near thereto as she can 
safely get." X. is a bar-harbour ; the i^p was loaded inside the bar as 
deep as the water in the bar would allow, and the charterer then required 
her to complete her loading at her own expense outside the bar. Hdd^ 
that the ship was not required by the charter to do so, for she could not 
be said to '* safely get " to a place, from which she could not safely get 
away with a full cargo, and her going inside the bar was therefore only 
for the charterer's accommodation. According to the terms of the charter, 
she need not have crossed the bar at all (e). 

Case 3. — A ship was chartered to proceed *' to a safe port, or as near 
thereto as she can safely get, and deliver same ... to discharge as cus- 
tomary with all possible despatch, cargo to be taken from alongside ship at 
merchant's risk and expense." She was ordered to Z., but could get no 
nearer than Y. The shipowner claimed to deliver enough at T. to lighten 
his vessel, at charterer's expense ; the charterer set up a custom at the port 
of Z. that the ship must get to Z. at her own expense. Hdd, that the 
custom was inconsistent with the contract, and the charterer must pay the 
expense of lightening (/). 

Note 1. — At all times of the Tide and always afloat. — This clause 
will relieve the ship of the duty of waiting in a tidal river or 
harbour, till the tides serve her to proceed to the dock or wharf 
where she is to discharge : under it the charterer will be 



(6) The Alhambra (1881), L. R. 6 P. D. 68 (C.A.) Shield v. WUkins (1850), 
5 Ex. 304. See also Haytm v. Innn (1879), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 130 (C. A.) 

(c) Shield y. WUkins, vide supra, 

(d) The AlhambrGj vide supra, 

(e) Shield v. Wilkins, vide supra. If she had not crossed the bar, the charterer 
most have borne the expense of loading outside by lighters : Trindade v. Levy 
(1860), 2 F. & F. 441 : bnt if, having gone inside, she had loaded a full cargo, and 
been obliged to unload to get out, she must have paid the expense of loading outside, 
and must carry the full cargo, to earn her freight. General Steam Navigation 
Co. V. Slipper (1862), 11 C. B., N. S. 493. 

(/) ffayton v. Irtoin (1879), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 130. There was no express 
decision that the ship was bound to proceed to Z. after lightening. It is sub- 
mitted that she was not, if T. was outside the port of Z. {ITie Alhambra, vide 
suprd)f and if T. was in the port of Z. the lay-days would begin to count 
from her readiness to unload at Y., in the absence of any custom of the poii;. 
Nielsen v. Wait (1885), L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 516 ; 16 Q. B. D. 67. 
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required to name a loading or discharging berth, where she can 
lie *' always afloat at all times of the tide." 

Ctue.-^A ship was chartered to Z^ ** or so near thereto as she may safely 
get, at all times of tide and always afloat." She arrived at T., on Sep- 
tember 5, but the tides would not allow her to proceed to Z. '* always 
afloat,** till S^pteaiber 9. Held, that the vessel had '' arrived at Z.," for 
purposes of demurrage, on September 5 (g). 

Note 2. — A dock as ordered on arriving^ if sufficient Water. 

Case, — A ship was chartered to proceed to Z. to discharge in *' a dock as 
ordered on arriving, if sufficient water, or so near thereto as she may safely 
get, always afloat." On arriving at Z. she was ordered to the C. dock, but 
there was not for four weeks sufficient water in the 0. dock. Hdd, that 
there must " be sufficient water ** in the dock, when the order is given, 
and that if there is not, the ship is not bound to discharge in the dock 
named Qi), 

Note 3. — If the above statement of the law is correct, the 
Scotch case of HiUstrom v. Gibson (t), and the dicta following it 
in the English cases of Capper v. WaUace (k) and Nielsen v. 
Wait (T) are not law. 

In HiUstrom v. Gibson^ a ship was chartered abroad to take 
*' a fall cargo to a safe port in the United Kingdom, or so near 
thereunto as she may safely get, and lay afloat at sdl times of 
the tide and deliver the same" . . . [here the printed words 
" according to the custom of the port " were struck out]. . . . 
** and so end the voyage." The ship was ordered to Glasgow, 
and arrived at '* the Tail of the bank," an open roadstead off 
Greenock, 22 miles from Glasgow. The ship then drew 18 feet 
of water ; low water at Glasgow giving 16^^ feet. The master 
claimed to deliver at " the Tail," but the charterers required him 
to lighten one-fifth of the cargo into lighters at their expense, 
and then proceed to Glasgow, this being the custom of the port 
of Glasgow. The master lightened and proceeded to G., but 
alleged that his lay-days began from his arrival at " the Tail," 
and claimed demurrage accordingly* The charterers alleged 
that the lay-days began on the ship's arrival at G. 

The Court of Session, Lord Deas dissenting, held that the 
master was bound to construe the document reasonably, and 
therefore, if a lightening of only one-fifth of the cargo would 
enable him to proceed to the named port, it was reasonable that 
he should do so, and he was bound to do so. It is difficult to 



(g) HorsUy v. Price (1882), 11 Q. B. D., 244. Without the clause "at all 
times of the tide," the ship must have waited at her own expense till the 9th. 
Parker v. Winlow (1857), 7 E. & B. 942. 

(A) AUen v. Coltart (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 782. 

(t) (1870), 8 Sc. Sess. C. 3rd ser. 463. 

Ik) (1880), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 163. 

(0 (1885), L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 516. (Pollock, B.) 
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see why, if this decision is correct, the ship should not be 
required to bear the expense of unloading necessary to enable 
her to fulfil her voyage. 

Bnt in the case of The Alhambra (m\ almost similar facts arose 
from a different point of view. Id. HiJUtrom v. Oibson the 
master had proceeded to the port named, one which he could 
not enter with a full cargo, but had stopped when he could 
proceed no farther without lightening, alleging that that was 
*' as near as he could safely get," though a custom was asserted 
to lighten in order to ** safely get further." In Hie Alhambra^ 
with a similar port, and a similar custom alleged, the master 
refused to go there at all, asserting that it was not a safe port. 
The charterers sued him for breach of contract, and Sir B. Philli- 
more decided in their favoiir, but the Court of Appeal reversed 
his decision. Brett, L. J., said : *' The case of Shield v. Wilkins (n) 
seems to me to be authority precisely in pioint as to the prin- 
ciples of this decision. I will say nothing about HiUstrom v. 
Gibson, I will reserve my view of how far one is bound to 
follow that case, until the point which was decided in it arises. 
It does not seem to be appucable to the present case." But he 
also said : ** The condition on which the ship was entitled to go 
into this port was as fully loaded, and she was not bound to 
nnload before she got into that port." If this is good law, 
HiUstrom v. Gibson is dearly bad ; the only point of difference 
between the two cases is that in the Scotch case about a fifth of 
the cargo had to be unloaded, in the English case more than a 
third. But none of the Court of Appeal lay stress, as some 
other cases do (o), on the amount of lightening. All of them 
carefully define a ^* safe port " as a port into which the vessel 
can get fully loaded and not lightened, and reject the alleged 
custom to lighten outside the port. 

If so, Glasgow, under the facts of HiUstrom v. Gibson, was not 
** a safe port " ; the ship was either not bound to go there at all, 
or only as near as she could get safely as a loaded ship ; i.e., to 
** the Tail," and there discharge. Her lay-days would begin 
from her arrival at her legal discharging berth, and the master's 
claim for demurrage was justified. 

From this point of view Brett, L. J.'s, remark that HiUstrom v. 
Gibson had nothing to do with it, must be ascribed to a wish to 
put on one side the Scotch decision without disrespect to the 
important Scotch Court. The Court of Appeal expressly approve 
Shield V. Wilkins (p), which is the converse case of loading at 
a port where a full cargo cannot be loaded. In such a case a 
ship can either : (1), load her full cargo outside the bar, if such 
a loading berth is safe ; (2) refuse to load at all, if a loading 
berth outside the bar is unsafe ; (3) go in, and load such a cargo 



(m) (1881), L. R. 6 P. D. 6S. (o) Vide post, note (Q. 

(n) (1850), 5 Ex. 304. (p) (1850y, 5 Ex. 304. 
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as she can oross the bar with, and no more, without being com- 
pelled to complete her loading outside the bar. 

If HiUstrom ▼. Gibson is bad law in England, some of the dicta 
in Capper y. WaUace (q), which are ayowedly based on it, mnst 
go to* There a ship was chartered to take a fall cargo to *' a 
safe port, or so near thereto as she could safely get." The port 
named was Z., which was approached by a canal, and the vessel 
as loaded drew too much water to enter the canal. She pro- 
ceeded to its mouth, and proposed to discharge there; the 
charterers required her to deliver at Z. as the master had signed 
bills of lading for that port. The ship took out nearly half her 
cargo, and then proceeded to Z. ; the charterers paid the lighter- 
age of the discharged cargo, but declined to pay the extra ex- 
pense of proceeding beyond the mouth of the canal, which the 
owner claimed. The Court (Lush and Manisty, J. J.), held that 
they were liable on the ground that the quantity by which the 
ship was to be lightened was more than could reasonably be 
asked of the shipowner, and that as the charterers had made no 
arrangements for receiving cargo at the mouth of the canal, the 
master was justified in considering the voyage at an end at the 
mouth of the canal. The judges went on to say Tr), basing 
their remarks on Hillstrom v. Qibwm^ '* It cannot be laid down as 
an inflexible rule that when a ship has got as near the port as 
she can get, and the only impediment to proceeding further is 
overdraught, the master is, under all circumstances, to consider 
the voyage at an end. He is bound to use all reasonable means 
to reach the port. . . . The overdraught may be such, and the 
car^o so easily dealt with, that the surplus may be removed . . . 
witibout exposing the ship to any risk or the owner to any pre- 
judice, and in such a case, if the consignee is at hand to. receive 
the surplus cargo, we are of opinion that it would he the duty of 
the master to lighten the ship and proceed to the port. This is the 
principle laid down by the Court of Session in Hillstrom v. 
Otbson" 

It is sufficient to compare this with the judgment of the Court 
of Appeal in The Alhariibra^ in the following year : ** The condi- 
tion in which the ship was entitled to go into the port was as 
fally loaded, and she was not hound to utdoad hefore she got into 
that port,** to show that the dictum in Capper v. Wallace cannot 
be treated as law. Hay ton v. Irtoin (i) only decides that if the 
ship is willing to lighten and proceed, the charterer must take 
the cargo and pay the expense of lightening : it does not decide 
that the ship is bound to proceed. 

The distinction between lightening for better navigation and 
li)^htening for discharge of cargo in pursuance of the contract, 
the jury having to decide the point, has been suggested in other 



(</) (1880), L. R. 5 Q. B. T). 103. (r) Ih. at p. 166. 

(s) (1879), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 130 (C.A.) 
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cases (f). In all these, the ship had entered the port before 
being required to lighten, and the question was one of calcula- 
tion of demurrage. But in Nielsen v. Wait, Pollock, B., went 
farther, and said : " Assuming HilUtrom v. Gibson to be correct, 
and to be properly applicable to a case like the present, it does 
not, in my judgment, affect the question whether the position of 
the place where the lightening takes place is without or within 
-the ambit of the particular port. The point to bear in mind is, 
what was the substantial character of the act? Was it a part 
discharge in the ordinary acceptation of those words, or was it a 
discharge made solely with the view of lightening the ship ? " 
The Alhamhra had not been cited, jet that case had clearly 
decided that the shipowner was not bound to lighten outside 
•the port. 

Even if, therefore, the distinction between lightening and 
discharging exists within the port, it is clear that HilUtrom v. 
'Gthsm (1870), followed by dicta in Ga;^er v. Wallace (1880), 
^nd Nimaea v. Wait (1885), is the only authority for the master's 
duty to lighten outside the port. The Court of Appeal affirmed 
Nielsen v. Wait, but on an entirely different ground, the exist- 
ence of a local custom within the port («). And it is submitted 
that Hillstrom v. Gibson, and the dicta referred to cannot, in the 
face of The Alhembra (1881), be considered good law* 



ArHele 38. — Loading wnder a Charter. Duty of Shipowner. 

At the port of loading the shipowner's right under a 
charter to require a cargo, and the charterer's duty to fiimish 
a cargo will begin when : — 

(1) The ship is at the place where the carrying voyage 

is to begin. (Article 39.) 

(2) When the ship is ready to load. (Article 40.) 

(3) When the charterer has notice of the above facts. 

(Article 41.) 

When these conditions are fulfilled the lay-days, or days 
allowed the ship for loading, begin (v). 

(t) Caffariniv Wo/^r (1876), Irish Kep. 10 C. L. 250; Mcintosh v. Sinclair 
(1877), Irish Rep. 11 C. L. 456, at p. 463 ; Nielsen t. Wait (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 
516 at p. 523. In Brereton y. Chapman (1831), 7 Bing. 559, cited with approval 
by Pollock, B., in Nielsen y. Wait, it is not stated whether the place of lightening 
was within or without the port, and the judges say nothing about the master's 
duty to lighten. 

(u) <1885), 16 Q. B. D. 67. 

(v) See the general statement of the law by Brett, L.J., in Nelson v. Dahl 
(1879), 12 Ch. a 580-585. 
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Article 39. — The plaee where ihe earrying voyage is to begin. 

The place where the carrying voyage is to begin will 
depend on the tennB of the charter. 

1. If it is ^ to proceed to the port of X. and there load" 
the ship mnst proceed to the nsoal place of loading in that 
port (x). 

Where there are seyeral nsnal places of loading, the 
charterer, not the owner, is entitled to decide which the ship 
shall load at, and if the owner has already proceeded by his 
own choice to one, he mnst bear the expense of proceeding 
to another, if ordered by the charterer (tf). 

Where the ship is to load at '^ one of the usual places of 
loading," it will be a question for the jury what transactions 
amount to a '^ loading at a usual place," and the charterer 
will be liable for the extra expense of loading at other places 
after the first '^ usual place " (z). 

If within the port there is a custom to require the loading 
or unloading to take place at various parts of the port, the 
shipowner must, in the absence of special clauses, comply 
with the custom. The commencement and mode of calcula- 
tion of the lay-days will depend on the custom of each 
particular port (a), but in the absence of any custom will 
commence on the ship's arrival at the first place in the port 
where such vessels usually load or unload, and will include 
the time spent in moving the ship to other usual places of 
loading or discharge (b), 

2. If the charter runs " to proceed to a (named) dock, and 
there load," in the absence of any special custom to the 
contrary (c), the ship will have fulfilled her obligations when 
she gets into the dock, though she may not reach that part 



(a?) Nelson t. Dahl, 12 Ch. D. 582, per Brett, L.J. ; Brereton v. Chapman (1831), 
7 Bing. 559 ; KeU v. A!nd6r9(m (1842), 10 M. & W. 498 ; Cargo ex Argos (1873), 
L. R. 5 P. C. at p. 160. 

(y) The Felix (1868), 2 L. R. Adm. 273. 

(«) Brown v. Johnson (1842), Car. & M. 440. 

(a) Nielsen v. Wait (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 67. 

(6) Caffarini v. Walker (1876), Jr. Rep. 10 C. L. 250 ; Melntosh ▼. Sinclair 
(1877), Jr. Rep. 11 C. L. 456 ; Nielsen v. Wait^ vide supra, et per Pollock, B., 
14 Q. B. D. 523. See Articles 129, 130, on Demurrage, post 

(c) 8S. Norden v. Dempsey (1876), 1 C. P. D. 654. 
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of the dock where she is to load (or discharge) for some time 
afterwards {d). 

She most wait a time commercially reasonable to get into 
the dock {e), 

3. If the charter is ^ to proceed to a particolar place in 
the dock, or a named quay or wharf/' the ship most proceed 
to that particular place {f\ and must wait a time com- 
mercially reasonable in order to do so {g), 

4. If the charterer will not name a wharf or dock, where 
none is named in the charter, and there is more than one in 
the port, he will be liable for any damages occasioned by the 
delay (A), bat he is not bonnd to name one that can be 
reached immediately {i). 

Note. — " To proceed to a ready quay berths as ordered hy char^ 
terer.^* — Under this clause, the charterers were held bound to 
name, on the ship's arrival, a berth then ready for her to load 
in, and were liable for any damages caused by their delay (/). 

Case 1 (k). — A ship was cliartered to take coals to London, the vessel to 
be delivered in five working days : tshe entered the port of L. at Qravesend, 
on March 9, but was not allowed to proceed to the Pool, the usual place 
for the discharge of colliers, till March 20. Hdd^ that the lay-days were 
to be reckoned from the time of the ship's arrival at the ordinaiy place of 
discharge^ according to the usage of the port of L. for such vessels (f). 



{d) Tapscott V. Baifour (1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 46 ; Davies v. McVeagh (1879), 
(C.A.) L. R. 4 Ex. D. 265 ; Bamdall v. Lynch (1810), 2 Camp. 352 : Broum y. 
Johnson (1842), 10 M. & W. 331. 

(<?) DaM V. Nelson (1881), L. R. 6 App. Cas. 38, 

(/) Mwrphy V. Coffin (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 87 ; Strdhan y. Gdbrid (1879), cited 
by Brett, L.J., at 12 Ch. D. 590. 

(g) Parker y. Wmlow (1857), 7 E. & B. 942 ; BasHfell y. Uoyd (1862), 
IH. &C.388. Article 36. 

(A) Stewart y. Bogerson (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 424 : where, the charter being 
to load at a good and safe wharf, the charterer refuged to name one, and the ship- 
owner recoyered as damages the freight he had lost, through his ship's being 
attached by the Court of Admiralty owing to the delay. 

(0 Murphy y. Coffin (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 87. 

(j) Harris ^ Dixon y. Marcos Jacobs ^ Co, (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 247. 

QC) As the law as to loading and unloading on this point is identical, with the 
exception that no notice of readiness to unload is required, I haye cited cases as to 
unloading in support of these propositions. 

(0 Kell y. Anderson (1842), 10 M. & W. 498. The case of Ford y. Cotesworth 
(1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 544, is not inconsistent with this. There the charter was to 
proceed to Lima and deliyer in the usual and customary manner. The ship pro- 
ceeded to Callao, the usual port of discharge for L., but was preyented from dis- 
charging for seyen days by acts of the Goyernment ; and it was held that if there 
had been a time fixed for the discharge it would haye begun on arriyal at the 
usual place of discharge, but that as there was no fixed time, reasonable diligence 
only was required, and the delay from the time of arrival was not unreasonable 
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Ooie 2. — ^A flhip was chartered " to proceed to a port in the Bristol 
Channel, or so near thereto as she may safely get at all times of the tide 
and always afloat, eight nmning days, Sundays excepted, to be allowed the 
merchants, and for loading and discharging the cargo.** The steamer was 
ordered to Gloucester, and arrived at Shaipness, within the port of Grlou- 
cester, but seyenteen miles from the usual basin for discharging grain 
cargoes ; at S. she unloaded sufficient grain to enable her to proceed to ti^e 
baeon. The shipowner claimed to date his ** running days " from com- 
mencing to discharge at S. A custom of the port of Gloucester was 
proved, that vessels too heavily laden to proceed beyond S. were lightened 
at S., and that the times of unloading at S. and G. counted in the lay days, 
but not at the time of proceeding from S. to G. Seldt a reasonable custom, 
and not inconsistent with the charter, though, in its absence, the lay-days 
would have run consecutively^ Sundays ezcepted» from commencing to dis- 
charge at S. (m). 

Case 3. — A ship was chartered "to proceed to the port of Newry, or so 
near thereto as she can always float with safety— cargo to be delivered 
alongside of the vessel where she can discharge always afloat within reach 
of her tackle," . . . lay-days to begin " from the time when the vessel is 
ready to discharge cargo." 

The custom of Newry is : to lighten or discharge the vessel to a draught 
of fourteen feet at the Pool, if necessary, the merchant bearing the expense 
of lighterage, and accepting that part of the cargo as discharged there ; to 
proceed then four miles to the sea locks at the end of the canal, and there 
lighten, if possible and necessary, to a draught of twelve feet six inches. 
If the ship cannot be lightened to that draught, she finishes her discharge 
at the sea-locks. If she can, she proceeds up the canal to the Albert 
Basin at Newry and there completes her discharge. The jury found that 
the Pool was within both the fiscal and the commercial port of Newry. 
Held, that the lay-days began when the ship was ready to discharge 
at the Pool, and included the times of transit to the other discharging 
places (n). 

Case 4. — ^A ship was chartered to proceed to any dock at Z., as ordered 
by charterers, and then load coal in the usual and customary manner. She 
was ordered to the W. dock. Goal is usually loaded in the W. docks from 
tips, sometimes from lighters. By the dock regulations of Z. no coal agent 
is allowed to have more than three vessels in the dock at the same time. 
The vessel was ready to go into dock on July 3, but the charterer's 
agent having already three vessels in the dock she was not admitted till 
July 11, imd could not get under the tips till July 22. ffdd, that the lay- 
days commenced on July 11, and that the words ** load in the usual and 
customary manner," referred to the manner and not the place of load- 
ing (o). 

Case 5. — ^A ship was chartered to load at B. Dock, Z., *' to be loaded and 



under the circnmBtances. In Thiis y. Byers (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 244, where there 
was a fixed time named, the lay-dajs coanted from the arrival at the usnal place 
of discharge. See also Brereton v. Chapman (1831), 7 Bing. 559. 

(m) Nielsen y. Wait (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 67 (C.A.), whose decision proceeded en 
difierent grounds from that of Pollock, B., in the Court below, 14 Q. B. D. 516. 

(n) Mcintosh y. Sinclair (1877), 11 Jr. Rep. C. L. 460. See also Caffarini y. 
Walker (1876), 10 Ir. Rep. C. L. 250. 

(o) Tapsoott y. Balfour (1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 46 ; see note (p). See also Shadforth 
y. Cory (1863), 32 L. J. Q. B. 379. In S8. Norden y. Vempsey (1876), 1 C. P. D. 
654, a custom for timber ships at Liverpool that the lay-dajs should begin on 
reaching a particular place in the dock, was proved and held binding. 
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discharged in nineteen running days.** On November 20, the ship being 
ready to load, was admitted into B. dock by the dock authorities, as a 
matter of favour ; owing to dock regulations, she did not begin to load till 
December 5. Bdd, that the running days b^can when she entered the 
dock, and not when she reached her loading berth (p). 



(p) Davies v. McVeagh (1879), L. R. 4 Ex. D. 265 (C.A.); m explamed by 
Brett, M.R., the judge at the trial, in Nelson y. Dahlf 12 Ch. D. 590. Some re- 
marks of Bramwell, L.J., in this case, not expressly acquiesced in by the other 
Lords Justices, seem open to serious doubt. He said, "I think it may be laid 
down that a vessel has reached the place of loading, as distinguished from the spot 
of loading, when she has entered that port from which her voyage is to commence 
.... suppose that the defendant's vessel had been lying in the river M., and 
that her captain had given notice to the charterer that he was ready to enter the 
dock, and ready to take on board the cargo ; I do not think it would be open to 
the charterer to contend that the vessel was not at the place of loading, and that 
the lay-days did not begin to run." He admits that this conflicts with Tapscott 
V. BcJfour, V.S., but justifies it by Ashcroft v. Croto CoUiery Co. (1874), L. B. 9 Q. B. 
640. 

In that case, a ship was chartered to load coal at Z. " with the usual despatch 
of the r port.*' The vessel was to load at the B. docks, and the same regulations 
existed as in Tapscott v. Balfour, but here the charterer was his own agent. Aa 
the result of these regulations, the ship was kept waiting outside the dock for 
thirty days, before she could get in. The Court held there was an absolute con- 
tract by the charterer to load " with the usual despatch of the port," and that this 
had been broken. They distinguish Tapscott v. Baifow, by construing the con- 
tract here as one not to detain the ship beyond the usual and ordinary period of 
delay "at the dock." But the charterer's contention would be that the ship 
never had reached the dock, and that his liability only began when she entered the 
dock named in the charter for loading. 

This case was commented on by Brett, L.J., at 12 Ch. D. 589 ; who took the 
view, either that the vessel being in the port of Z. at the time of the making of 
the charter, the clause as to the dock must be treated as a note as to the particu- 
lar part of the port, and that the time for loading began when the ship ^as at her 
port of loading, as distinguished from any part of it, or else that it was a decision 
as to the extent of the charterer's liabilities, and not as to the time when they 
began. Lord Blackburn, in Fostlethtoaite v. Freeland (1880), 5 App. C. at p. 622, 
also treats the case as a decision on the meaning of the clause to load '* with the 
utmost despatch," and says : " I think it is probably right." It can hardly be taken 
as a good decision that a ship chartered to load in a dock is ready to load, so that 
her lay-days begin, when she reaches the entrance to the dock. To so decide would 
be directly contrary to Tapscott v. Balfour, and also to the principle stated in the 
House of Lords in DaJU v. Nelson (1881), L R. 6 App. C. 38, 42, by Lord Black- 
bum, who said : " It was contended that the merchant undertakes to procure the 
ship admission to the docks .... it is clear that this is untenable. The legal 
effect of the contract, as far as regards the shipowner is, that he binds himself that 
his ship shall (unless prevented by some of the excepted perils) proceed to the dis- 
charging place agreed on in the charter. That is in this case the S. C. Docks, 
which must, I think, mean inside the docks.** The effect of Ashcroft v. Crow 
Coll. Co. as an authority ** on the usual despatch of the port," is dealt with 
below (Art. 13"^, 133), but it is difficult to understand here how the argument 
that the charterer incurred no liability tiU the vessel had entered the docks 
named for loading, is to be met, unless by the consideration, not alluded to in 
the judgments, that the ship was prevented entering by the previous engagements 
of the charterer or his agents. See Wright v. New Zealand Co. (1879), L. R. 
4 Ex. D. (165) ; Tillett v. Cvcm Avon (1886), 2 Times L. R. 675. And see post, 
note to Article 132, 133. 

In Davies v. McVeagh (1879), L. R. 4 Ex. D. 265, Bramwell, L.J., distinguishes 
Kell V. Anderson (1842), 10 M. & W. 498, Case 1, supra, as a case where the 
vessel had not completed her voyage by reaching Gravesend ; but if chartered to 

G 
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Ocue 6. — ^A Bhip was chartered to dkcharge cargo at a (named) quay at 
Z. The ship arrived and found the only quay berfh occupied by another 
ship. The shipowner offered to discharge across the other ship, if the 
charterer would pay the additional expense. The charterer refused. Edd, 
that the lay-days did not b^n till the shio was alongside the quay, the 
place named where the voyage was to end (q). 

Case 7. — A ship was chiurtered to load coeds and proceed to Z., and deliver 
the same at one of four named places, ^ as ordered by charterer . . . forty- 
eight running hours for loadmg and discharge." She was ordered to 
d^harge at W. wharf, and entered the dock for that purpose ; the dis- 
charging berths at the W. wharf being full, she did not begin to unload till 
twenty-four hours after entering the dock. Held, that the lay-days did 
not b^in till the ship reached the W. wharf (r). 



ArHele 40. — Beadiness to load. 



A ship to be ready to load must be completely ready in 
all her holds, so as to afford the charterer complete control 
of every portion of the ship available for cargo (a). She 
must also in the absence of special stipulation have obtained 
all papers and permits necessary for loading. 

CcLse, — ^A ship was chartered with a power to the charterer to cancel 
the charter if the ship were not ready to load on or before May 31. On 
that day she had only discharged two of her holds, and was not completely 
dischiurged till the middle of the next day. Eeldj the charterers were en- 
titled to canceL 

load at 9 dock, the shipowner is boand to proceed within the dock, and has not 
fulfilled his obligation till he has done so. It is submitted, therefore, that the 
dicta of Bramwell, L.J., cannot be sustained in face of Tapacott v. Balfour and 
DaM V. Nelson, 

(q) Sirahan v. Gabriel (1879), per Brett, L.J., 12 Ch. D. 590. 

(r) Murphy v. Coffin (18d3), 12 Q. B. D. 87. In this case again a dictum of 
Bramwell, L.J., in Davies v. McVeagh (pide supra) was criticised. He ha(^ there 
said, " When a ship is to take on board cargo at a specified place of loading, the 
responsibility rests not with her owner, but with the charterer, if the specified 
berth is not in a fit state to receive her upon her arrival at the appointed time.'* 
But this is contrary to Strahan v. Gabriel and DaM v. Nelson, and also to all the 
cases on the clause, '* or so near as she can safely get," which hold that the ship- 
owner must wait a reasonable time for the removal of obstacles which prevent 
his getting to the appointed place. 8ed qusere, if these obstacles are caused by 
the charterer, as by the number of ships he or his agent has already in the dock or 
at the wharf; see note (p), ante, and Arts. 132, 133, post. Matthew and 
Day, J.J., in Murphy v. Coffinf not only disregarded the dictum, but expressed 
their opinion that the whole case was inconsistent with previous decisions ; [on thia 
vide supra, note (j?)]. 

(s) Groves, Maclean ^ Co, v. Vdkart (1884), 1 C. & E. 809 ; per Brett, L.J., 
at 12 Ch. D. 583; Oliver y, Fielden (1849), 4 Ex. 135; Bailey v. D'Arroyave 
(1838), 7 A. & E. 919. In practice the ship is considered " ready to load " though 
stiffening ballast, or cargo used for stiffening the ship, has yet to be put on boud 
her. 
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Article 41. — Notice to Oharterera of readiness to load. 

The shipowner must give notice to the charterers of the 
ship's readiness to load her cargo at the place agreed on in 
the charter {t). 

Cote 1. — A ship was chartered to proceed direct to the S. dock, and there 
load in the usual and customary manner. In an action by shipowner 
against charterer for not loading, the latter pleaded that by reason of want 
of notice of the ship's arrival at the S. does and her readiness to load, the 
charterers were unable to load her. Edd^ a good defence, if proved (u). 

Gcbse 2. — ^A ship was chartered to proceed to A., and there load ; she 
arrived at A. with a cargo on owner's account. Her arrival was entered 
at the Custom House, but no notice was given to the charterer of her readi- 
ness to load homeward cargo. Edd^ the charterer was not liable for failing 
to provide a cargo (a;). 



Article 42. — Duty of Charter ere tofwmeh Cargo. 

In the absence of express stipulations qualifying it (y), the 
duty of the charterer to furnish a cargo according to the 
charter is absolute. The charterer therefore will not be 
relieved from his express contract to load in a fixed time, or 
from his implied contract to load in a reasonable time, by 
anything preventing him from bringing a full and complete 
cargo to the place of loading (0). 

^ The usual despatch in loading " means the usual despatch 
of a person who has at the place of loading a cargo ready for 
loading (a). The exceptions in a charter do not usually 

(0 Stanton v. Austin (1872), 7 L. B. C. P. 651 ; Fairbridge v. Pac$ (1844), 
1 C. & K. 317. 

(ti) Stanton v. Austin^ vide supra, 

Ipc) Fairbridge y. Face, vide supra. What amoant of notice wiU suffice i« 
doubtful. If the charterers are proved to be otherwise aware of the^readiness to 
load, I do not think express notice would be required. No notice is required of 
readiness to discharge. {^Videposty art. 124.] 

(y) See note p. 85. 

(«) Lord Selborne in Coverdale v. Grant (1884), L. R. 9 App. C. at pp. 475-6. 
Lord Blackburn in Fostlethwaite v. Freeland (1880), L. R. 5 App. C. at p. 619. 
As this dutj devolves on the charterer alone, he does not come within the prin- 
ciple oiFord v. Cotesworth, L. R. 4 Q. B. at pp. 133, 134 ; 5 Q. B. 544 (1870). 
Thus, in Kirk v. QiVbs (1857), 1 H. & N. 810, where a charterer had contracted 
to load a full cargo, and to procure the necessary Government pass for loading : 
Held, no defence that the Government would only grant a pass on condition a fdll 
cargo was not loaded. So if the duty is on the shipowner alone, as in HUU v. 
Sughrw (1846), 15 M. & W. 253. 

(a) Kear(m v. Pearson (1861), 7 H. & N. 386. 

a 2 
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apply to protect the charterer who has £Ekiled to load, till the 
joint operation of loading is ready to begin, ship and cargo 
being ready at the place of loading (&). Thus, in the absence 
of express exceptions, the charterer will not be excused 
from loading by : — (I.) causes preventing a cargo being ob- 
tains i, as strikes (c), bankruptcy of merchants supplying the 
cargo (c), or non-existence of such cargo (d), or : — (II.) causes 
preventing a cargo when obtained from being transmitted to 
the port of loading, as ice {e\ bad weather (/), railway 
delays {g\ or Government orders (A). 

The charterer may be released from such a contract by : 

I. express exceptions, the perils excepted being proved not 
merely to exist, but also to directly prevent the loading of 
the ship (i), 

II. By evidence that the parties, when they contracted, 
were aware of a particular state of things which might cause 
delay, provided that the actual delay is not unreasonable Qc). 

III. By evidence that there was only one method of 
loading ever used at the port, which involved in all cases 
the transit of cargo from a particular place in a particular 
way, in which case accidents preventing such transit may 
come within exceptions " preventing loading " (Z). 

When once the loading is completed, the charterer's 



(5) Coverdale v. Grant, vide supra ; Kay v. Field (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 241. 

(c) Per Lord Selborne, 9 App. C. 476. 

Id) mis V. Sughme (1846), 15 M. & W. 263. 

(e) Coverdale v. Grant, vide supra ; Kay v. Field, vide supra ; Kearon y. Pear'- 
son, vide supra, 

(/) Fenwick v. Schmalz (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 313. 

(^) Adams v. Boyal MaU Steam Co, (1858), 5 C. B., N. S. 492 ; Elliott v. Lord 
(1883), 52 L. J. P. C. 23. 

(h) Semble from Ford t. Cotesworth (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 127 : and see Case 6, 

(i) Per Lord Blackburn, (1880) Postkthwaite y. Freeland, 5 App. C. at p. 619 ; 
Vie Village Belle (1874), 30 L. T. 232. Thus the perils must prevent the loading 
of cargo by any ship ; e,g, the order of an invading army that no grain shall be 
exported : Bruce v. Nicolopolo (1855), 11 Ex. 129. Blight v. Page (1801), 3 B. & P. 
295, note, seems 4;o turn on the absence of an exception of " restraint of princes " 
in favour of the shipper. Where a charter excepted " accidents," it was held that 
a snowstorm preventing transit of cargo was not '* an accident beyond the control 
of the charterer, preventing or delaying the loading,*' it being an ordinary opera- 
tion of nature : Fenwick v. Schmalz, vide supra. 

(/fe) Harris v. Dressman (1854), 23 L. J. Ex. 210 ; and see Case 7, sub. 

(0 Hudson V. Ede (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 412, as explained by Lord Selborne, 
9 App. C. 477. 
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obligation is fulfilled (m), and subsequent delays, as by ice (n), 
or failure to procure clearances (o), must fall on the ship- 
owner. 

The cargo tendered must be one reasonably complying 
with the terms of the charter {p). 

Note. — ^Many charters contain a clause specially dealing with 
the charterer's duty to famish a cargo, e.g.^ " Cargo to be loaded 
in running hours, Sundays and holidays excepted, from 

the time true written notice is given (between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.\ 
that all ballast or inward cargo is discharged and the vessel is 
ready to receive her cargo ; any time lost through riots, strike, 
lockout, or by reason of accidents to mines or machinery, 
obstruction in the railway and the docks, or by reason of 
floods, frosts, storms, or any cause beyond the control of 
the said charterers not to be computed as part of the loading 
time." 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered to " proceed to Cardiff East Bute Dock 
and there load iron in the customary manner . . . cargo to be supplied as 
fast as steamer can receive . . . time to commence from the vessePs being 
ready to load . . , except in case of hands striking work, or frosts, or 
floods, or any other unavoidable accidents preventing the loading." 

The chai'terer's agent had his own iron at a whaif in a canal outside the 
dock ; but there were other agents with wharves in the dock, and it was 
possible, though expensive, to bring the iron from the wharf to the dock 
by land. Frost stopped the transit of the iron by the canal, though it 
would not have stopped the loading if the cargo had been in the dock. 
Eddy that the charterers were liable for the delay as the frost did not pre- 
vent the loading, but only the transit of the cargo to the place of loading 
by one of the ways usual at the port (^). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to load coal " in regular and customary 
turn, except in case of riots, strikes, or other accidents beyond charterer's 
control delaying or preventing loading." A snowstorm delayed the transit 
of the coal to the place of loading. Heldy the charterers were liable for the 
delay (r). 



(m) Bmith v. WUsm (1817), 6 M. & S. 78. 

(n) PHngle v. MolleU (1840), 6 M. & W. 80. 

(o) Barret v. DuUm (1815), 4 Camp. 333. 

(jp) Holman v. Dasnieres (1886), 2 Times L. R. 480, 607. Thus a charter to 
load a cargo of pitch in bulk, will not be satisfied by a cargo which has melted, 
and has to be dug out of the trucks ; a " cargo of machinery " without any parti- 
cular description of it, by a single piece of machinery, to ship which the master 
must cut open his decks. 

(g) Coverdale v. Grant (1884), 9 App. C. 470. See also Kay v. Field (1883), 
10 Q. B. D. 241. In Kearon v. Pearson (1861), 7 H. & N. 386, it was said " the 
time for loading has no reference to the place whence the cargo is to come," i.e., 
** usual despatch " could not be construed " usual despatch of cargo coming from 
a particular colliery," but " usual despatch of persons having a cargo ready for 
loading." 

(r) Fenwick v. Schmalz (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 313. 
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OoM 3. — A shipowner agreed to send his ship to X.^ and there find and 
take on hoard a full cargo of guano. There was no guano at X. within a 
reasonable time of the ship's arriving. Eddy the shipowner was absolutely 
bound to find and load a full cargo («). 

Case 4. — ^A ship was chartered to load at X. a full cargo of coals, taking 
her turn with other steamers, and receive prompt despatch in loading and 
discharging. The ship was loaded in her turn, but was delayed owing to 
a short supply of coals from the mines. Held, the charterer was liable for 
the delay (f). 

Case 5. — ^A ship was chartered to proceed to X., and there load coals in 
the customary manner. The loading was delayed by a dispute between 
the railway and the coUieries as to rates of carriage, and by a strike of 
colliers. Edd^ that the charterers were liable for the delay (t»). 

Case 6. — A ship is chartered to load cattle at an English port ; though 
the loading of cattle already at that port would not be prohibited, their 
transport to that port is forbidden by Order in Council. SvhmiUed^ the 
charterer would be liable to delay arising from such order (x). 

Case 7. — A ship was chartered to load at S. colliery. Before signing the 
charter both parties knew that the colliery engine had broken down and 
was being repaired. Edd^ that if the engine was repaired, and the ship 
loaded, in a reasonable time, the charterer was not liable, as the owners 
signed the charter, knowing of the breakdown of the engine (z). 

Case 8. — A ship was chartered to proceed to X. '^ and there load grain ; 
the cargo to be brought to and taken from alongside the ship at the ports 
of loading and discb^ge at the charterer's expense and risk . . . thirty 
running days for loading . . . detention by ice not to be reckoned as lay- 
days." All grain loaded at X. was brought by river from U. ninety miles 
off. Owing to ice between U. and X. the cargo was detained in transit to 
X. Edd, that the conveyance from U. by water, being the only method 
used, must be considered as part of the act of loading, and that the excep- 
tion as to ice relieved the charterer from liability (a). 

(7ase 9. — A ship was chartered for an outward and homeward voyage ; 
she was loaded and despatched on her outward voyage, but captured and 
brought back for adjudication ; her cargo was taken out and sold. The 
owner on receiving her back offered her again to the charterers to carry the 
outward cargo. EM, that he was not entitled to do so (h). 

Case 10. — A ship chartered with thirty running days for loading finished 



(s) HUU y. Sughrue (1846), 15 M. & W. 253. This case is quite inconsistent 
with Clifford v. Watts (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 577. Brett and Willes, JJ., in that 
case treat it as a contract by the charterer to find a full cargo, which it certainly 
was not. 

(0 Elliott «. Lord (1883), 52 L. J. P. C. 23. 

(tt) Adams v. Royal Mail Steam Co, (1858), 6 C. B., N. S. 492. 

(a?) On authority of ^ord y. Cotesworth (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 549: if export 
from the English port were actually forbidden, the charterer would be excused ; 
so if it were a foreign port and no time was named for loading : Vide supra^ 
Article 39, note (I)* 

iz) Harris y. Dreeaman (1854), 23 L. J. Ex. 210. 

(a) Budson y. JSde (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 412, as explained by Lord Selbome in 
Coverdale y. Grant (1884), 9 App. C. 477. The dictum of Willes, J., approved by 
the Court in Hudson v. Ede, that *^ wheneyer there was no access to the ship by 
reason of excepted perils from any one of the storing places from which goods 
were conyeyed direct to the ship, ^ the exception in the charter would apply, 
must be taken as overruled by Coverdale v. Grant, 

(6) Smith y. Wilson (1817), 6 M. & S. 78. 



»» 
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her loading on February 25, but owing to a fire at the cufltom-honse her 
clearances could not be obtained till March 9, when she sailed. HM^ that 
as it was the duty of the owner to obtain clearances, the charterer was not 
liable for the delay (c). 



Article 43. — ** Alongside.** 

In ordinary circumstances goods to be brought ^ along- 
side " must be delivered immediately alongside, i. 6., to the 
ship's tackle. When it is clear from the charter that it is con- 
templated that the ship should do something outside herself, 
as in the clause " cargo to be brought alongside, whence it 
shall be put on board by the master," " alongside " may have 
a wider meaning (d). 

The shipowner's duty does not begin till the goods are 
under his charge (e). 

If the shipowner takes the goods for loading before they 
have been brought to the place to which it is the duty of 
the charterer under the charter to bring them, he cannot, 
without express agreement to that effect, claim from the 
charterer any extra expense incurred in so doing (/). 



Article 44. — Charterer's refusal to load. 

If the charterer expressly refuses to load the vessel* the 
shipowner need not wait till the end of the days allowed for 
loading before he can sue for a breach of the contract to load, 
but may treat such a refusal as final (^). If he does not 

(c) Barrett r. Dvtton (1815), 4 Camp. 333. On a charter that the ship << should 
be consigned to charterer's agent free of commission," and cargo to be taken from 
vessel free of anj expense to the ship. Jffeldy that the charterers must clear 
ship and cargo, free of expense to the owner : Bvtssell t. Griffith (1860), 2 F. & F. 
118. When a ship was chartered to proceed with cargo to F. '< where the ship 
shall be consigned to charterer's agents inwards and outwards, paying the usual 
commission." Heldy not to bind the shipowner to take a homeward cargo from F. 
from charterer's agents, but onlj, if he took any cargo at F., to employ charterer's 
agenU for the ship-broking work : Cross v. Pagliano (1870), L. R. 6 Ex. 9. The 
broker's work and the Customs work are usually prorided for by separate 
clauses in the charter. " The ship to be consigned to ," for the broker's 
work, and *' the ship to be reported by ,*' for the Customs work. 

(d) Bblman y. Dasmeres (1886), 2 Times L. B. 480, 607. 

(e) Per Lord Selborne in CoverdcUe y. Grant (1884), L. R. 9 App. Gas. at p. 475. 
See also BHtish Columbia Co. y. Nettleship (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 499. 

(/) Bblmcm v. Damierea (1886), 2 Times L. R. 480, 607. In Fletcher v. GH- 
lespie (1826), 3 Bing. 635, there was such an express agreement. 
(g) Danube Co. v. Xenoa (1863), 13 C. B., N. S. 825. 
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accept the refusal as final the charterer may retract it, and 
may begin to load at any time before the lay-days have 
expired {h). 

In such a case, if the contract becomes ill^al before the 
lay-days have expired {i)y such illegality will absolve the 
charterer from the performance of his contract, even though 
he has expressly refused to load before the contract becomes 
illegal, proyided that the owner has not previously accepted 
such a refusal as final (h). 

Case 1. — A. by his agent agreed to carry C's goods in his ship, the 
shipment to commence on August 1. On July 21, A. wrote to (J. saying 
that his assent had no authority to make the contract ; on July 23, A. still 
repudiated it, but offered a substituted contract. C. gave A. notice that 
he would hold A. bound by the original contract, but that if A. failed to 
perform it, 0. would make other arrangements. On August 1, A. wrote that 
ne was prepared to ship the goods, making no reference to the original 
contract. G. declined, having made other arrangements. Hdd, that 0. had 
a right to treat A.'s repudiation as a final breach (h). 

Case 2. — An English ship was chartered to proceed to X. and there load 
a cargo in forty-five running days, llie vessel was ready to load on 
March 9 ; between March 9 and April 1 the charterer repeatedly refused 
to load, but the captain stayed on at X. ready to load. On April 1, and 
before the expiration of the running days, war broke out between England 
and Russia; the captain finally sailed on April 22. Edd, thai as the 
captain had never accepted the refusal to load as final, the charterer had 
the whole of the running days to perform his contract in, and if before 
then its performance became illegal, he was discharged (h). 

Demurrage : see Section IX., Articles 128-135, post 
Loading infixed time : see Article 131, post. 
Loading in reasonable tims : see Article 132, post. 
Loading with customary despatch: see Article 133, post. 



Article 45. — Loading. 



Stipulations as to loading or unloading in a charter or bill 
of lading are to be construed with reference to the customs 



(h) Reid V. Eoskins (1856), 6 E. & B. 953. 

(t) As in Esposito v. Bovcden (1857), 7 Ji. & B. 763 ; Aftery v. Bwjden (1856), 
6 E. & B. 953, 962. 

(^) Dawhe Co. v. Xenos (186.S), vide supra. This case follows the principle of 
Eochster v. De la Tour (1853), 2 E. & B. 678 ; Frost v. Knight (1872), L. R. 7 Ex. 
114, discussed in Johnstone v. Milling (C.A.) (1886), 54 L. T. 629. 
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of the port of loading or discharge (Z), unless snch cnstoms 
contradict or yary express stipulations in the charter or bill 
of lading (m). 

The practice of one or some merchants at a port will not 
make a custom {n)y but where the practice is universally 
followed at the port, it will bind even persons ignorant of 
it (o) unless inconsistent with the written documents {p). 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered to load at X. '* a full and complete cargo 
of sugar, molasses, ^ other lawful produce." Evidence was tendered of a 
custom at X. that a full cargo of sugar and molasses meant a cargo com- 
posed of particular kinds of package, i.e. hogsheads of sugar, and 
puncheons of molasses Eddj admissible (g). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to load at X. coal and coke ** in regular 
turns/' The loading of coal at X. is regulated by statute. — Uddj that 
evidence as to the custom at X. of loading coke was admissible to explain 
" in regular turns " (r). 

Case 3. — A charter was made " on condition of the ship's taking a cargo 
of not less than 1000 tons of weight and measurement." Held^ that 
the relative proportions of ** weight and measurement goods " were to be 
determined by the usage of the port of loading («). 

Case 4. — A ship was chartered to proceed to X. and there load in the 
customary manner a full and complete cargo of M. coke, '* to be loaded in 
regular turn." The vessels for M. coke were loaded by the M. Colliery in 
the order of their entry in a book, and not of their r^iness to load, and 
this ship was so loaded. The jury found that the ship was loaded accord- 
ing to the practice of the M. Colliery, but that it was not an established 
or known custom, and that " regular turn " meant " order of readiness,* 
not *' order of entiy on the book. Hdd^ that the charterer was liable for 
demurrage (f), 

(I) Caraii y. Xerm (1862), 2 F. & F. 740, seems to show that it may not be 
sufficient to follow the usual custom of the docks, if nnosusl damage can be pre- 
vented from occurring by special exertion, 

(m) Lord Blackburn, in FostletJwaite v. Freehnd (1880), L. B. 5 App. C. 599, 
at p. 613, who curiously enough pmits the qualification that the custom must 
not contradict the writing : Cuthbert v. (Mmming (1856), 11 Ex. 405 ; Leidemann 
V. Schultz (1853), 14 C. B. 58 ; Fust v. Dowie (1864), 5 B. & S. 20 ; The Skandincm 
(1882), 51 L. J. Ad. 93. See also Benson v. Schneider (1817), 7 Taunt. 272 ; 
Ifielsen v. Necane (1884), 1 C. & E. 288. 

(n) Lawson v. Bumess (1862), 1 H. & C. 396 ; Newall v. Eoyal Exchange Co. 
(1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868. 

(o) King v. Einde (1883), 12 Jr. L. B. 113; Robertson v. Jachson (1845), 
2 C. B. 412 ; Hudson v. Ede (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 412. See note to Article 8, 
p. 19, ante. 

(p) Hvdsm V. Clementson (1856), 18 C. B. 213 ; Coverdale v. Grant (1884), 
L. R. 9 App. C. 470,478 ; Hillstrom v. Gibson (1870), 8 Sc. Sess. Cas., 3rd Series, 
463, where the words in the original printed charter, ^^ deliver according to the 
custom of the port," had been struck out of the charter. 

(g) Cuthbert v. Cumming (1856), 11 Ex. 405. 

(r) Leidemann v. Schultz (1853), 14 C. B. 38. 

(s) Fust V. Dowie (1864), 5 B. & S. 20. See note to Article 46, as to ** weight 
and measurement." 

(t) Lawson v. Bumess (1862), 1 H. & C. 396. 
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Ckue 5. — ^A sailing vessel was chartered to proceed to X. for coals and 
load " in regular turn " ; there is only one colliery at X., and the practice 
of that colliery is to supply steamers m their order of readiness, and sailing 
vessels in their order, but to postpone sailing vessels to steamers ; and this 
applies to all coal vessels at X. The owner was ignorant of this usage. 
Bdd, that this usage was a custom of the port, and that ** regular turn " 
was to be construed according to it, the owner*s ignorance Ming imma- 
terial (t»). 

Ocue 6. — A ship was chartered to proceed to Algiers with coal, ** the lay- 
days reckoning from the time of the vessel being ready to unload and in 
turn to deliver." The coals were shipped for uie French Gk>vemment, 
though the shipowner did not know it, and by their regulations, such coals 
might only be discharged at a particular place, and in a particular order. 
ffdd, that evidence of usage was admissible to explain ** in turn to deliver," 
and that the Government regulation, being binding on all such vessels, must 
be taken as an usage of the port, the shipowner's ignorance being immate- 
rial (x). 

Case 7. — A ship was chartered to proceed to X. and load grain ; all 
grain is brought to X from U., ninety miles up river, by water; this 
universal custom of the port was well known in the grain trade, but not 
to the shipowner. Bddf that he was bound by it (y). 



Article 46. — To load afuU and complete Ca/rgo. 

''Full and complete cargo'' means a fall and complete 
cargo according to the custom of the port of loading («). 
It does not in the absence of custom give the charterer any 
right to carry passengers in the cabins (a). 

Where a vessel is chartered as of a certain capacity, and 
the charterer undertakes to load a '' full and complete cargo,*' 
he cannot limit his liability by the capacity named in the 
charter, but must load as much cargo {b) as the ship will 
carry with safety (c). 

But where a certain number of tons is stipulated for in the 
clause as to '' cargo,*' that number and not the actual capacity 
of the vessel will constitute the approximate measure of the 
charterer's obligation (d). The charterer is bound to put on 

(tt) King v. Hinde, 11 Ir. L. R.C. L. 113. 

(x) JRobertson y. Jackson (1S45), 2 C. B. 412. 

(y) Hudson v. Ede (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 412. 

{z) Cuthbert v. Cumrrmg (1856), 11 Ex. at p. 409 ; and see Article 45. 

(a) Shaw Savill v. Axtken (1883), 1 C. & £. 195. 

(6) " Cargo " usually means an entire shipload : Kreuger t. Blanch (1870), 
5 L. R. Ex. 179 ; Borrowman v. Drayton (1877), L. R. 2 Ex. D. 15. 

(c) Bunier v. Fry (1819), 2 B. & Aid. 421. 

(cO Morris v. Levison (1876), 1 C. P. D. 155 ; Alooch v. Leww (1884), 1 C. & E. 
98. 
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board goods equivalent to the cargo stipulated for, or to a full 
and complete cargo, though, owing to their destraction before 
the ship sails, they may not all be carried in the ship (a). 

Where the ship is stowed in a manner that does not make 
foil nse of her hold, but the charterer or his agents saw the 
stowage and made no objection, the shipowner will not be 
liable for not loading a fall and complete cargo (/)• 

Note. — ^The term "tonnage" refers to register tons of 100 
cubic feet, and has no reference to weight. 

The term " tons " by itself would mean a weight of 20 owt., 
but the fall phrase " ton of 20 owt. " is generally used. 

The term *' tons weight or measurement," means that goods 
shipped are to be taken either by weight of 20 cwt., or by 
measurement of 40 cubic feet, a measure probably derived from 
the measure of 20 cwt. of salt water, (= 35*7 cubic feet, the 
balance being the allowance for the hidl carrying it). Whether 
goods are to be treated as weight or measurement goods for 
freight, is at the option of the shipowner. See for the meaning 
of the phrase in a charter, Pmt v. Dowie (a). 

The number of tons of 20 cwt. a vessel will lift is called her 
" dead weight capacity," for short, " dead weight," " d. w.," or 
" capacity." 

Case. — ^A vessel was chartered ** to load a fall and complete cargo of iron, 
say about 1100 tons." The actual toxmage of the ship was 1210 tons. 
The charterer furnished 1080 tons. Held^ that the charterer was only 
bound to load " about 1100 tons," that 3 per cent, was a fair margin ; 
hence that he should have loaded 1133 tons (h). 



Article 47. — Broken Stowage. 

Where there is a charter " to load a full and complete 
cargo," if the cargo loaded leaves room that may be filled 



(g) Thus in J<me8 v. Holm (1867), L. R. 2 Ex. 335, where when a ship'had 
loaded part of her cargo she caught fire, and the cargo on board being damaged 
had to be sold ; ffeld, that the charterer was not bound to replace the damaged 
cargo, but was bound to supply so much as would with the damaged cargo make 
a " full and complete cargo." But see Strugnell v. Friedrichsen, 12 C. B., N. S. 
452 (1862), when the discharge of three quarters of the cargo under similar cir- 
cumstances by the master's request, and at the charterer's expense, was held to 
free the charterer from any further liability. 

(/) ff<mU V. Stephenson (1830), 4 C. & P. 469. 

(^) Fust y. Ihioiey vide sv^pra, 

(A) Morris v. Levison (1876), 1 C. P. D. 155. Now (1886) a cargo of so many 
tons, *• or thereabouts," is frequently taken to allow a margin of 6 per cent. 
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with " broken stowage," such broken stowage muist be pro- 
vided (i) unless the custom of the port of loading does not 
require it (t), 

Com. — ^A ship was chartered. " to load at X., a fall and complete 
carge of sugar, molasses, -^ other produce. The charterer filled the 
ship with sugar in hogsheads and molasses in pimcheons, but did not 
fill up with broken stowage. Evidence of a custom at X., that ^ full and 
complete cargo of sugar and molasses," meant csa^o so stowed without 
broken stowage, hdd admissible, and the custom reasonable. HM^ there- 
fore, that the charterer had fulfilled his obligation (A;). 



Article 48. — JDeoh Cargo. 

Goods are to be loaded in the usual carrying places (Z). 

The shipowner or master will only be authorized to stow 
goods on deck : (1) by a custom binding in the trade or port 
of loading, to stow on deck goods of that class on such a 
voyage (m) ; or (2) by express agreement with the shipper of 
the particular goods so to stow them {n). 

The effect of deck stowage not so authorized will be to set 
aside the exceptions of the charter or bill of lading, and to 
render the shipowner liable under his contract of carriage 
for damage happening to such goods (o). 



f ither way. In Ahook v. Leewo (1884), 1 C. & E. 98, a charter to ship " empty 
petroleum barrels as required by the master, say about 5000/' was held to allow 
the master 10 per cent, margin on either side of 5000. 

(•) Cole V. Meek (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 795 ; see also Dwiketi v. Satterfield 
(1868), 3 L. R., C. P. 227. 

(k) C^UhheH r. Gumming (1856), 11 Ex. 405. 

(0 mtcheson v. Nicoll (1852), 7 Ex. 929 : seepos*, Articles 90, 110. Where a 
ship was chartered, charterers to have " the full reach of the vessers hold from 
bulkhead to bullchead, including the half-deck ; " Hetdy that the freight for goods 
stowed 'on deck was due to the shipowners. Meill v. Htdley (1854), 9 Ex. 677« 

(m) Such as existed in Gould v. Oliver (1837), 4 Bing. N. C. 134, and was 
attempted to be proved in NeuxUl v. Hoyal Exchange Co, (1885), 33 W. R. 342, 
868. 

(n) As in Burton v. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218 ; Wright v. Marvmd 
(1881), 7 Q. B. D. 62 ; Johnswi v. Chapman (1865), 19 C. B., N. S. 563. 

(o) Newall v. Boyal Exchange Co.^ vide supra. This case is also reported in 
1 Times, L. R 178, 490, but in neither report are the grounds of the judgment 
very clear. Before Cave, J., at the trial, it was assumed that there was a binding 
custom to load on deck at the shipowner's risk : Gave, J., held that this custom 
excluded the terms of the bill of lading ; that therefore the shipowner was liable 
as a common carrier, but that as the goods, owing to the custom, were properly 
stowed on deck, the master was the agent of the shipper in making a jettison, and 
the shipper's only right was to a general average contribution. In the Court of 
Appeal it was held that there was no such binding custom, that therefore the 
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The peculiar position of goods stowed on deck pats them 
in a special relation to claims for general average (p). 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered to carry a " full and complete cargo.*' 
JEdd, that the charterer was not entitled to load goods in the cabin (q). 

Case 2. — Cotton was shipped under a bill of lading, excepting "jettison" 
and '* stranding." The cotton was shipped on deck improperly (the 
attempt to prove a custom to do so failing); owing to the ship*s stranding, 
the cotton was jettisoned, such jettison itself being proper. Held, that, the 
goods being improperly stowed, the shipowner was not protected by the 
exceptions (r). 



Article 49. — Ballast and Dwrmage. 

The shipowner having to furnish a seaworthy ship is bound 
to provide sufficient ballast and dunnage to make the ship 
seaworthy (s), and cannot require the charterer to provide 
such a cargo as will render it unnecessary for the shipowner 
to load ballast {t). 

The shipowner may carry freight paying merchandise as 
ballast, if it takes no more room than ballast would have 
done, and does not interfere with the cargo shipped by the 
charterer (w). 

Note. — Dunnage is the name given to the provision made in 
stowage to protect goods from damage from contact with the 
bottom or sides of the vessel by the use of various articles. 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered '* to load a full and complete cargo of 



goods were improperly stowed on deck, and the master had not the authority of 
the shipper to jettison them ; that consequently the remedy ot' the shipper was 
not for a general average contribution ; and that the shipowner could not protect 
himself by the exceptions in the bill of lading, apparently because those excep- 
tions only applied to goods properly stowed. It is now (October, 1886) under 
appeal to the House of Lords. 

(p) Ftcfepos*, Articles 90, 110. 

(g) Mitcheson v. Nicoll. vide supra. 

(r) Nevoall v. Royal Exchange Co., vide supra. 

(js) The charterer sometimes contracts to ship ballast at ship's expense ; and if 
so, may, in the absence of express stipulation, be liable for delay in such ship- 
ment : see for such stipulation, Sanguinetti r. JPacific SteamNavigation Co. (1877), 
L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 238. 

(t) Mootsom V. Page (1814), 4 Camp. 103 ; Irving v. Clegg (1834), 1 Bing. 
N. C. 63 ; Smthampton Colliery Co. v. Clarke (1870), L. R. 6 Ex. 53. 

(u) TovDse v. Henderson (1850), 4 £x. 890. Semble, the shipowner may use 
cargo as ballast or dunnage, provided it can be so stowed as to take no harm, 
though this will rarely happen: hence cUctum of Sir R. Phillimore in The 
Marathon (1879), 40 L. T. 163, at p. 166. 
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copper, tallow, hides, or other goods " (v). The charterer provided tallow 
and hides, but no copper. In consequence the ship haa to keep in her 
ballast and so lost fi^ht. Edd^ ib2X the charterer was justified in 
shipping such a cargo (w), 

tkue 2. — ^A ship was chartered ** to carry a full and complete cargo 
of merchandise, 100 tons of rice or sugar to be shipped preyious to any 
other cargo as ballast." The charterer completed the loading with sucJbi 
light eooQs that more than 100 tons of ballast were required. J9e^, that 
the shipowner must supply it (a;). 



Article 50. — Loading and Stevedores. 

In the absence of cnstom or express agreement it is the 
dnty of the owner by his master to receive and properly 
stow the cargo, which is brought alongside at the risk and 
expense of the shipper (y). If the master or shipowner him- 
self directs the stowage he is bound to exercise the same 
skill as a properly qualified steyedore {z). If he fail to do so, 
the shipper has an action against the owner and master (y). 

As between shipper and shipowner, the employment of a 
steyedore by the owner does not relieve him from liability 
under his contract to carry as contained in the bill of lading, 
and unless protected by express agreement, he will therefore 
be liable for damage done in or by negligent stowage (a), 
though he will have his remedy against the stevedore. 

If there is a charter, the shipper who is ignorant of the 
charter will be entitled to sue the owner for bad stowage (a) ; 
a shipper aware of the charter can only sue the charterer (b). 



(vi) For other cases on special charters as to proportion of goods to he shipped, 
see Cochhum v. Alexander (1848), 6 C. B. 791 ; Warren v. Fedbody (1849), 
8 C. B. 800; Capper y. Forster (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 938; Southampton 3. 
Colliery Co, v. Clarke (1870), L. R. 6 Ex. 53. 

(w) Moorsom v. Fage (1814), 4 Camp. 103. 

(a?) Irving v. Clegg (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 53. 

(y) Blaikie v. Stembridge (1859), 6 C. B., N. S. 894 ; Sandemann v. Sourr 
(1866), L. B. 2 Q. B. 86. 

(*) Anglo-African Co, t. Zamzed (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 226 ; Stoainston v. 
Oarrick (1883), 2 L. J., N. S. £z. 255, and see note 1. 

(a) Sandemann y. Scitrr, vide supra, at p. 98 ; The Figlia Maggiore (1868X 
L. R. 2 Ad. 106 ; The St. Cloud (1863), B. & L. 4 ; Bayn r. Culliford (1879), 
L. R. 4 C. P. D. 182. 

(6) St. Cloud (1863), B. & L. 4 ; Newberry v. CWcm (1832), 1 CI. & Fin. 283 ; 
see also per Bramwell, L.J., in Wagstaff v. Anderson (1880), L. R. 6 C. P. D. at 
p. 177, 178 ; and Parke, B., in Major v. White (1835), 7 C. & P. at p. 43 ; see 
Article 18 b. 
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In all these cases it will be a good defence to show that 
the shipper weis aware of the method of stowage, and made 
no objection (c). 

Whether the charterer or owner is ultimately liable for 
bad stowage will depend on the terms of the charter as to 
stowage, but either the charterer or owner will have his 
remedy against the stevedore, unless the damage results 
from defaults in gear supplied by the ship {d). 

The owner who has employed a stevedore is not liable to 
persons damaged in the course of the stevedore's work, unless 
the damage results from default in gear supplied by the ship. 
In any other case, their remedy, if any, is against the steve- 
dore («). 

Note 1. — This seems to conflict with the principle that the 
employer of an independent contractor incurs no liability for 
the acts of the contractor and his servants ; and it is certainly 
opposed to the dictum of Willes, J., in Murray v. Currie (e). 
" The shipowner would not have been liable to the charterer 
(shipper), if the wrongful act of the stevedore had caused 
damage to any part of the cargo." But the principle is subject 
to exceptions, as when the act is unlawful or in its nature 
dangerous, or is work which the employer is bound by statute 
or common law to perform, or is controlled or interfered wiih 
and directed by the employer (/). Now it is clear that the 
work of loading is one which the carrier is legally bound to 
perform under his contract of carriage, and he cannot get rid of 
luB liability by employing an independent contractor, though 
he may have a remedy over against the contractor. Persons, 
however, damaged by the contractor's negligence, apart from the 
contract of carriage, can only sue the contractor, and this is the 
explanation of Murray v. vurrie (e); as the work was not so 
dangerous jper «6 as to bring it witnin the exception, nor did the 
employer control the contractor's work. The ordinary direc- 
tions to a stevedore, as to where he should stow goods, not 
involving instructions as to how he should stow them, will not 
be sufficient to bring the employer within this exception. The 
dictum of Willes, J., must therefore, it is submitted, be taken as 
unsoimd. 



(c) ffooill V. Stephenson (1830), 4 C. & P. 469 ; Ohrloffv. Briscall (1866), L. K. 
1 P. C. 231 ; Major v. White, vide supra, 

(d) See cases, sub, and notes. The owner is primarily liable to pay tlie steve- 
dore. See^ Eastman v. Harry (1876), 33 L. T. 800. 

{e) Murray v. Currie (1870), L. R. 6 C. P. 24. 

(/) See MacdoneU on << Master and Servant," pp. 262-270. 
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Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered by C, to load a cargo not exceeding what 
the ship could reasonably carry, " C.'s stevedore to be employed by the 
ship, and the cargo .... to be brought alongside at C.'s risk and ex- 
pense." C. did not appoint a stevedore, and the owners did not load a full 
cai^o. Hdd^ that the condition that C, should appoint a stevedore was not 
a condition precedent ; that even if he did not, the owners and their master 
were boxmd to take on board as much cargo as the ship could reasonably 
carry, and that the master was bound to use the same skill as a qualified 
stevedore in stowing it (g). 

Case 2. — 0. chartered a ship from A., with a clause, " stevedore of out- 
ward cargo to be appointed by charterer, but to be paid by and act under 
captain's orders.** Other shippers, knowing of the charter, shipped goods, 
which were stowed by the stevedore appointed by the charterer; the 
captain did not interfere with their stowage. Hdd^ that the shipper could 
not sue the master for bad stowage (A). 

Case 3. — ^A. chartered a ship to C, to sail to X., and load from C.'s agents 
there, '* cargo to be stowed at merchants' risk and expense." Groods were 
shipped by F., ignorant of the charter. The stevedore was appointed by 
the charterers, though ultimately paid by owners. Edd^ that F. could 
sue A. on bills of lading signed by the master (i). 

Case 4. — K., a stevedore, in unloading A.'s snip, employed L., a member 
of A.'s crew, assigned to him by A., but under the orders of and paid by 
K. Through L.'s negligence, M., a fellow-workman, was injured. Eeld^ 
that K. and not A., was liable (h). 

Case 5. — C. sued A. and E. his captain, for negligent stowage of A.'s 
ship, chartered by C, whereby she carried less cargo than she might have 
done. A. proved that 0. and his broker were on board from time to time 
during the loading, and made no objection to it. Eddy a guod defence (Z). 

Note. — ^For the practice in loading general ships in London, 
Liverpool, Glasgow, Bristol, and Hull, see Appendix II., ;po8U 



ig) Anglo-African Co, v. Lamzed (1866), L. R. \ C. P. 226. 

(A) Blaikie v. Stemhridge (1859), 6 C. B., N. S. 894, followed by Sir R. Philli- 
more in ITie Catharine Chalmers (1876), 32 L. T. 847, which, however, it is diffi- 
cult to reconcile with Omoa Coal Co. v. Huntley (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 464. In 
Sack V. Ford (1862), 13 C. B.,N. S. 90, the ship was chartered with a clause ; "the 
charterers are to have liberty to employ stevedore and labourers to assist in the 
loading and stowage and discharge of the cargo ; but such stevedores being under 
the control and direction of the master, the charterers are not in any case to be 
responsible to the owners for damage or improper stowage .... the liability of 
owners shall remain the same as if they were carrying out a voyage on their own 
account.** The charterers sued the owners for negligent stowage and succeeded. 
This clause is a very special one, apparently framed to avoid the decision in 
Blaikie v. Stembridge, and the decision is very strong, seeing that the charterers 
actually paid the stevedores themselves. See also The Helene (1865), B. & L. 415. 

(0 Sandemann v. Scurr (1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 86. Semble, that A. could sue C. 
for any damages F. recovered from him. 

(k) Murray v. Currie (1870), L. R. 6 C. P. 24. 

(0 Ohrloff V. Briaoall (1866), L. R. 1 P. C. 231 : but the knowledge of the 
lighterman who brought the goods to the ship will not be sufficient to affect the 
shipper : Figlia Maggiore (1868), L. R. 2 A. & E. 106. 
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Article 51. — Maters Beceipt 

On deliyery of goods by a shipper to the shipowner or 
his agenty the shipper will, unless tliere is a custom of the 
port to the contrary (m), obtain a document known as a 
" maters receipt'* Apart from special contract (n) the goods 
are then in the shipowner's possession and at his risk (o). 

As a general rule the person in possession of the mate's 
receipt, where one exists, is the person entitled to bills of 
lading, which should be given in exchange for that receipt, 
and he can sue !< r wrongful dealing with the goods. The 
shipowner will be justified in delivering bills of lading to 
him if he has received no notice of and does not know of 
other claims (p). 

But the mate's receipt is also a recognition of property in 
any person named therein as owner, an acknowledgment that 
the shipper holds the goods on his account (q). The master 
will therefore be justified in delivering bills of lading to 
such a person ; or to a person proved to be owner of the 
goods (r), even though the mate's receipt is not produced, if 
be has received no notice of other claims and is satisfied the 
goods are on board (s). 

Mere indorsement or transference of the mate's receipt 
without notice to the shipowner or his agent does not pass 
the property in the goods, and a custom to that effect has 
been held bad (s). 

Statements in the mate's receipt are not conclusive against 



(wi) Thus in the port of London, a " mate's receipt " is only given for water- 
borne goods, and not for goods sent to the docks by land. For these latter the 
corresponding document is the wharfage note issued by the dock company, who 
receive a mate's receipt from the ship. See Appendix II. 

(«) See Note to this Article. 

(o) British Columbia Co. v. Nettleship (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 499 ; Cobban v. 
Doume (1803), 5 Esp. 41. 

(p) Craven v. Eyder (1816), 6 Taunt. 433 ; Thompson v. Trail (1826). 6 B. & C. 
36 ; Falk v. Fletcher (1865), 18 C. B., N. S. 403. 

(q) Fvans v. Nichol (1841), 3 M. & G. 614 ; Craven v. Eyder (1816^ 6 Taunt. 
433. The majority of receipts do not contain an owner's name. 

(r) Cowa^ee v. Thompson (1845), 5 Moore, P. C. 165. 

(s) Hathesing v. Laiing (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 92. In practice lightermen and 
agents frequently detain the mate's receipt as security for disputed accounts ; but 
shipowners in these cases often disregard the mate's receipt and deliver bills of 
lading to the shipper. 

H 



98 MATE'S SECEIPT. 

the shipowner, but throw on him the burden of disproving 
them (t). 

Note. — The bill of lading sometimes provides expressly when 
the ship's responsibility shall commence ; e. g, ^* when goods are 
taken in from a lighter, when the goods are over the ship*8 deck 
level with the rail;" or "it is expressly stipulated that the 
goods mentioned in this bill of lading, while awaiting ship- 
ment on any qnay or lighter in Liverpool, shall be at risk uf 
shipper." 

The tjhipowner usually requires, as a condition of his assuming 
liability for the goodw, that they shall be correctly marked, e, g. : 
" The shippers to mark each package before shipment with the 
name of the port of destination in letters of two inches in length 
at least, otherwise the owners to be free from all responsibility 
for the goods " ; or, ** The ship will not be responsible for correct 
delivery, unless each package be distinctly, correctly, and per- 
manently marked by the merchant before shipment with a mark, 
number, and address, and also with the name of the port of 
delivery, which last must be in letters not less than two inches 
long " (m). 

Case 1.— F., shippers, delivered to A.'s servants on the quay goods for 
shipment hy A.'s vessel alongside, and received a mate's receipt : one of 
the cases was left hebind. Held, that A. was liahle for its loss (v). 

Case 2. — F. sold sugar /. o, J. to H. : F. shipped the sugar on A.'s ship, 
receiving a "mate's receipt'' — "Received on hoard the X. for and on 
account of F." H. resold to K. ; K. obtained bills of lading from A.'s 
captain. Before the ship sailed H. failed. F. claimed to stop in transitu. 
1 he jury found that by sliipping under the mate's receipt F. did not 
intend to divest his lien. Hdd, that F. was entitled to the bills of lading, 
and not K., the property being still in F. (x). 

Case 3. — F. sold goods to H. /. o. &., took a bill from H. in payment, 
and shipped them on A.'8 ship, getting mate's receipt. H. failed while the 
bill was running. F. claimed to stop in transitu. A.'s captain had made 
out the bills of ladinj in H.'s name, without production of mate's receipts. 
Edd^ that F. being absolutely paid by bill (y), the right to stop in transitu 
was gone ; that the property was therefore in Q-., and that the possession 
by F. of the mate's receipts was immaterial (2). 

Case 4. — H., acting as aiients for C. F., bought goods and shipped them 
in A.'8 vessel, chartered to C. F., obtaining a mate's receipt for them. 
C. F. indorsed the receipts to H., who kept them as security for their pay- 



(t) Biddulph V. Bingham (1874), 30 L. T. 30. 

(m) For an example of the working of a similar exception, see Cox v. Bruce 
(1886), 2 Times L. R. 598. 

(v) British Columbia Co. v. Nettkship (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 499. The delivery 
must be to a recognised agent of the shipowner, as master, mate, super-cargo, or 
dock company, not merely on board the ship, or to the crew. Cobban v. Downe 
(1803), 5 Esp. 41 ; Mackenzie v. Roxoe (1810), 2 Camp. 482. 

{x) Craven v. Ryder (1816), 6 Taunt. 433. 

(y) See Article 64. 

(z) Cowasjee v. Thompson (1845), 5 Moore, P. C. 165. 
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ment by C. F., but gave no notice to A.*b captain. 0. F. obtained bills of 
lading from the captain, and indorsed them to a bank. The bank and H. 
both claimed the goods. H. set up a custom of Bombay that mate*8 
receipts were negotiable instnmients, indorsement of which passed the pro- 
perty, and that captains were bound not to give bills of lading except on 
the production of the mate's receipt, ffdd, that such a custom was bad ; 
that A.'8 captain, knowing G. F. to be the owners of the goods, and having 
no notice of any other chSm, was justified in giving bills of lading to 0. F., 
and that the holders of the bills of lading had precedence over the holders 
of the mate's receipts (a). 

Case 5. — ^F. shipped goods in A.'s ship, and received a mate's receipt : 
"Received on board the A. from F., to be delivered to G." F. had 
arranged with G. that these goods should be consigned to him as security 
for advances, and forwarded the receipt to G. F. failed, and A. claimed a 
lien on the goods for other debts due from F. to A. Held, that G., as 
holder of the mate's receipt, acknowledging that the goods were held to be 
delivered to him, was entitled to sue A. for the goods (5). 

Case 6. — 0. verbally chartered a ship from A., and loaded in it iron 
supplied by H. A.'s mate gave a receipt for 330 tons ; there was no bill 
of lading. On arrival there were only 326^ tons of iron. G. had paid H. 
for 330 tons, on the mate's receipt. G. sued A. for the price of 3^ tons 
short A.'8 mate proved that he had delivered all he had received. Held, 
that A. was not liable, the mate's receipt being on\ j prima facie evidence, 
which A. could contradict (c). 



Article 52. — Shipped in good condition. — Weight, value, and 
contents vmknown. — Quality and quantity wnknown. 

The insertion of either of these clauses in the bill of lading 
by the master or broker repudiates his liability for any 
description of the weight or contents of the goods contained 
in the bill of lading ; but he is bound to carry and deliver 
safely the goods received by him, whatever their contents or 
weight may be {d). 

These clauses only admit as against the shipowner that a 
package was shipped externally to all appearances in good 
condition {e). 

If such goods are delivered damaged the shipper must 
give prima facie evidence either that they were shipped in 



(a) ffathesing v. Laing (1S7S), 17 L. R. Eq. 92. 

(b) Evans r. Nichol (1841), 3 M. & G. 614. 

(c) Bidduiph V. Bingham (1874), 30 L. T. 30. 

(d) Jessel v. Bath (1867), 2 L. R. Ex. 267 ; Ld)eau v. General Steam Navigation 
Co. (1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 88. 

(e) The Peter der Grosse (1875), L. R. 1 P. D. 414, but see Witzler v. Coliins 
(1879), 35 Am. Rep. 327. 

H 2 
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good condition internally, or that the damage resulted from 
some external cause within the control of the sliipowner (/). 

Case 1. — ^D., C.'s broker, signed a bill of lading to F. for thirty- three 
tons of manganese ; the bill contained the printed words, " Weight, contents, 
and v^lue unknown." On arrival the ship only delivered twenty-six tons, 
and it was admitted that no more had been shipped. Edd, that such a 
bill only meant '* a certain quantity of manganese has been shipped, which 
for purposes of freight is said by the shipper to amount to so much, but I 
do not pretend or undertake to know whether that statement of weight is 
correct '* {g). 

Case 2. — F. delivered to A. for shipment goods described in the bill of 
ladino; P. tendered for signature as *Minen goods." A.'s captain signed 
the bill of ladinu, after stamping it, "Weight, value, and contents un- 
known.** The goods were really silk goods, the misdescription being 
inadvertent and not fraudulent. In transit two pieces of silk were lost, 
and P. claimi d their value from A. Held, that the efifect of the weirds 
stamped was to do away with the description in the bill of lading, the 
contract being to carry the package whatever its contents might be and 
declining to he bound by any statement of its contents, and that A. was 
therefore liable (A). 

Case 3. — Goods were shipped under a bill of lading, *' Shipped in good 
order and condition . . '. weight, contents, and value unknown." They 
were delivered dirty externally, and damaged obviously from some external 
source. Edd^ that the bill of lading was evidence that externally the 
goods had been shipped in good order and condition to the eye, and that, 
as it was proved prima facie that the damage resulted from some external 
source, the goods shipowners to free themselves must prove that the goods 
were damaged when shipped («*). 

Cfawc 4.--4Uotton seed was shipped under a bill of lading " in good order 
and well conditioned; quantity and quality unknown." Hdd^ that to 
render the shipowner liable for the delivery of dama^^ed goods, the shipper 
must prove either shipment in good condition or damage sustained on the 
voyage through fault of the shipowner (/). 



(/) The Ida (1875), 32 L. T. 541. The Prosperino Palasso (1873), 29 L. T. 
622 ; which however is reversed in The Ida, so far as it laid down as a rule of 
law that the shipper must always prove affirmatively good condition on ship- 
ment. He must prima facie negative inherent vice of the goods, which he can do 
hy showing that the damage is obviously due to an external cause. See also 
Willicpms V. Dobbie (1884), 11 Sc. Sess. Cases, 4th Ser. 982. If the evidence 
leaves it doubtful whether the damage was due to an excepted peril or not, the 
shipowner will not be liable, unless some negligence on his part is shown which 
may have caused the damage : Muddle v. Stride (1840), 9 C. & P. 380, sed qucere. 
The non-arrival of the vessel at her destined port is not even prima facie evidence 
of negligence. Boy son v. Wilson (1816), 1 Stark. 236. The arrival of the vessel, 
but non-aiTival of the goods is such primd facie evidence : T/ie Xantlio (1886), 
2 Times L. R. 704. 

((/) Jessel V. Bath (1867), 2 L..R. Ex. 267. See also Tvlly v. Terry (1873), 
L. R. 8 C. P. 679 ; Comis v. Bingham (1853), 2 E. & B. 836, where, on a sale of 
cargo atioat by bill of lading, ffeldj that payment was to be made on the amount 
in the bill of lading, and not the amount actually delivered ; and Article 141, post. 

(h) Lebeau v. General Steam Navigation Co, (1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 88. The case 
of Bradley v. Dunipace (1862), 1 H. & 0. 521, which caused much difference of 
judicial opinion at the time, is doubtful law now. 

(i) The Peter der Grosse (1875), L. R. 1 P. D. 414. If the damage had not 
been obviously extei*nal, the shipper must have connected it in some way with the 
shipowner. The Ida (1875), 32 L. T. 541. 
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Article 53. — Cesser Clause. 



Charters, especially those made by English agents for 
foreign consignees, frequently contain a clause to the effect 
that the charterer's liability shall cease on shipment of the 
cargo. This clausd^; known as the 'Mien and exemption 
clause," or "cesser cl&iji*e; (4), is usually inserted in con- 
sideration of the granting 'to.^Jii^^hipowner of a lien, which 
he would not otherwise possesd/gii the cargo for demurrage 
and dead freight (Z). 

The tendency of the Courts is to hald that the exemption 
granted to the charterer is co-extensive ^ith^the lien thus 
conferred on the shipowner (m). * \ \:\'^ , 

Where therefore no lien at all has been granted- to the 
shipowner, the Courts have been slow to relieve the cij%jrferer 
from liabilities arising before the shipment of the cargo (r«) ; 
but where the words make it clear that such was the inten- 
tion of the parties, they have held the charterer relieved (o), 
even though the effect of such a decision was to leave the 
shipowner without remedy (p). 



(JC) E,g, : " This charter being entered into on behalf of others, all liability of 
the parties signing to cease after shipment of cargo, in consideration of which it is 
agreed that for the payment of all freight, dead freight, and demurrage, the said 
owner shall have an absolute lien and charge on the said cargo." 

(0 See Article 161. 

(m) '* It seems impossible to hold that the matters, as to which the liability was 
to cease, were not the same as the matters as to which the lien was given ; " per 
Bramwell, B., in Francesco v. Massty (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. at p. 106. "The clause 
making the charterer's liability to cease must exactly coincide with the lien : " 
per Amphlett, B., in Kish v. C(yry (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. at p. 563, see also pp. 
659, 562, per Brett, J., and Pollock, B. See also Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 
6 Q. B. at p. 544, and French v. G&rber (1877). L. R. 2 C. P. D. at p. 250. 

(») Christofferseny. Hansen (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 509. 

(o) Oglesby v. Vglesias (1858), E. B. & E. 930 ; Milvain t. Perez (1861), 
3 E. & E. 495. 

(p) It is clear that the charterer is relieved by the cesser clause from liabilities 
accruing after the shipment of the cargo ; there has been a conflict of opinion 
whether he was in addition relieved from liabilities accruing before such ship- 
ment ; and, though the authorities now establish that he is, if a corresponding 
lien is given to the shipowner, yet several judges, and notablythe present Master 
of the Rolls, while recognizing that the authorities are so, have thought that on 
principle the decisions should have been the other way. See per Brett, J., in 
Gray v. Carr, L. R. 6 Q. B. at p. 537, and in Kish v. Cory (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 
at p. 559 ; also per Coleridge, L.C.J., in the latter case, at p. 557, and per 
Grove, J., at p. 562 ; but as the latter learned Judge says : "The authorities 
however are too strong to be overruled even by a Court of Error." 
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Similarly where a lien has been granted to the shipowner 
the Courts haye held the charterer excnsed from claims for 
which the shipowner has a lien (;) or some other security 
on the cargo {r\ but haye treated him as liable for daims 
for which the shipowner has no such lien («), or which the 
express words of the clause show thaVhe was intended to be 

liable for (0. ./\ *••' 

The fEu^t that the chartereris*- also the consifin^ee of the 
cargo will not destroy his exepiption under such a clause (t^), 
unless he is cousigne^ioid^r It bill of lading incorporating 
and so reyiying the;li|cbiiiiies of the charter, when the cesser 
clause will be hel^ina{Tplicable to the new contract as regards 
liabilities acdpunig*tifter the shipment of the cargo {x). 



•. • 



JVbto/-r;xl^d> chief difficulty in the interpretation of the clause 
arison ^ofa*the term '* demurrage," which strictly means an 
ag):0C^.and certain sum payable under the contract for delay 
D^^ifd the agreed lay-days ; but may also loosely be taken to 
mean the unliquidated damages payable for breach of the im- 
plied coyenant to load within a reasonable time, known in law 
as " damages for detention " {y\ and the term appears often to 
be used commercially in this wider sense. 

The oases, though contradictory, appear to yield the following 
rules, as to charters containing a '' cesser clause," and a lien for 
** demurrage." 



Article 54. — Demv/rrage and Cesser Clause. 

Where no demurrage in the strict sense of the term {z) is 
stipulated for in the provisions as to lay-days, but a lien for 
demurrage is giyen by the cesser clause to the shipowner ; 

(a) Francesco v. Maaaey (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. 101; Kish v. Cory (1875), L. R. 
10 Q. B. 553; Bannister v. Breslauer (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497 ; SanguinetU v. 
Pacific Steam Navigation Co, (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 238. 



M French v. G'erber (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. at p. 250. 
(«) - 



Lockhart v. Folk (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 132 ; Francesco v. Massey, vide supra, 

(t) Lister v. Van Haansbergen (1876), L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 269 ; Pederson v. 
Lotinga, (1857), 28 L. T. 267. 

(u) Sanguinetti y. Pacific Steam Navigation Co. (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 238. 

(x) Oullischen v. Stewart (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 367 (demurrage at port of dis- 
charge); Bryden v. Niebuhr (1884), 1 C. & E. 241 (demurrage at port of call); 
which, it is submitted, overrule Banjoick v. Burnyeat (1877), 36 L. T. 250. 

(y) Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 544, 551. 

(«) Agreed damages to be paid for the delay of the ship in loading or unloading 
beyond an agreed period, such delay not being caused by default of the shipowner. 
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such a lien will include damages for detention at the port of 
loading, and the charterer will not therefore be liable for 
each damages (a). 

Where demurrage in the strict sense of the term is stipu- 
lated for in the charter, after provisions as to both loading 
and discharging, it applies to both : if then a lien tor demur- 
rage is given together with a cesser clause, such a lien applies 
only to demurrage in the strict sense (t) [and not to damages 
for detention beyond the agreed days on demurrage] (c). 
The charterer will therefore be freed from liability for de- 
murrage at the port of loading {d) [but not for damages for 
detention at the port of loading {e)\ (/). 

Where there is a stipulation for demurrage at the port of 
discharge, but none at the port of loading, the term " demur- 
rage " can only be taken to apply to the port of discharge ; 
and the shipowner will therefore have no lien for damages 
for detention at the port of loading, while the charterer will 
be liable for such damages {g). 

Note. — These roles may also be put in another way. Where a 
lien for demurrage is given to the shipowner by a charter con- 
taining a "pesser clause," the charterer will be freed by the 
" cesser clause " from all liability for demurrage or detention at 
the port of discharge. 

At the port of loading his liabiHties will vary according to 
the stipulations of the charter as to demurrage. Stipulations 
for demurrage at the port of loading may be either : — {h) 

(1.) ExJiauative: as ''ten days for loading, and demurrage at 
£2 per diem afterwards, ' which provides for all delay. 

(2.) Partial: as "ten days to load, ten days on demurrage at 
£2 per diem," when all delay after twenty days will give rise 
to " damages for detention ;" or " demurrage at £2 per diem " (i ), 
when demurrage will begin at a time unascertained, except that 
such time must be reasonable. 

(3.) Ncme : as " ten days to load," or " load according to the 



(a) Bannister v. Breslauer (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497 ; see stift. p. Ill 
(6) Kish V. Cory (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 

(c) Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 

(d) Francesco v. Massey (1973), L. R. 8 Ex. 101 ; Kish v. Cory, vide supra. 
(«) Gray v. Carr ; Francesco v. Massey ^ vide supra, 

(/) The parts in brackets are disputed : see note sub, 
(jry) LockhaH v. -Pa/;^ (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 132. 
(A) See also Article 121, post. 
(0 Cf. Harris v. Jacobs (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 247. 
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cu8tom of the port," or simply ** load," where all delay will be 
met by damages for detention. 

With regard, then, to the port of loading : — 

(1). If there is an exhaustive stipulation for demurrage, the 
charterer will be freed from it by the cesser clause, the «hip- 
owner haying a co-extensive lien : Sanguinetti v. Pacific Steam 
Navigation Company (j), 

(2.) If there is a partial stipulation for demurrage, the char- 
terer will be freed from his liability for demurrage : Kiah v. 
Cory (Jb); Francesco v. Massey (T); but aa the shipowner has 
no lien for damages for detention, Gray v. Carr (w), the 
charterer will not be freed from his liability for it : Francesco v. 
Massey (Z). 

(3.) if there is no stipulation for demurrage at the port of 
loading, but there is one for the port of discharge, the shipowner 
will not have any lien for damages for detention at the port of 
loading : Oray v. Carr (m) ; the charterer will not be freed from 
his liability for them : Lockhart y. Falk (n). 

(4.) If there is no stipulation for demurrage either at the port 
of loading or port of discharge, but a lien for demurrage, it will 
be construed to giye the shipowner a lien for damages for deten- 
ti(m at the port of loading, and therefore to excuse the charterer 
from liability for such damages : Bannister y. Breslauer (o). 

Case 1. — A ship was chartered by C. to load coals at X. Id regular turn 
and proceed to Z., *' and that the charter being coucluded by C. on behalf 
of another party resident abroad, all liability of C. should cease as soon as 
he had shipped the said cargo." No lien was given to the shipowner. 
Held, that this clause only freed C. from liability for breaches of the 
charter occurring alter the loading, and not for breaches occurring before 
the t»hipment of the cargo (jo). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to loa<i in regular turn in the customary 
manner . . . . " this charter being concluded by C. on behalf of another 
party resident abroad, it is agretd that all liability of G. in every respect 



(j) (1877) L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 238 

Ik) (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 

(0 (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. 101. 

(m) (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 

(n) (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 132. 

(o) (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497 ; but see note, p. 111. 

Ip) Christoffersen v. Hansen (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 509. This case has been 
supported in later cases ; e.g., Francesco v. Massey (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. at p. 105 ; 
by the fact that no lien was given to the shipowner, and it could not be supposed 
that he was to lose all remedy, unless there was a very clear indication of that 
intention. Lush, J., in the former case, says : " if there were any provision giving 
the shipowner an equivalent advantage that would be a very good reason for his 
absolving the charterer altogether." But though the case is now supported on 
this ground, at the time, following Pederson v. Lotinga (1857), 28 L. T. 267, it 
was treated as an application of the principle, now discredited by authority, 
though favoured by some judges (see note st*6), that the cesser clause freed from 
liability for breaches arising after loading, but not from those occurring before 
its completion. 
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and as to all matters and things as well before as during and after the 
shipping of the cargo shall cease as soon as he has shipped the cargo.'* 
Meld, that by this clause the .cliarterers, on shipment of the cargo, were 
protected from liability for delay in loading (q). 

Case 3. — A ship was chartered by 0. " to load in fifteen working days, 
the vessel to be discharged at the rate of thirty-five tons per working day, 
and ten days on demurrage over and above her said lay-days, C.*s liability 
to cease when ship is loaded, the captain having a lien upon the cargo for 
freight and demurrage." A claim whs maile against C. for five days' 
demurrage, and fourteen days' detention beyond the days on demurrage. 
On the trial C. was held liable both for demurrHge, and for damages for 
detention. He appealed as to demurrage, admitting he was liable tor 
damages for detention. Held, that as the owner had a lien for demurrage, 
C. was not liable for it (r). 

Case 4. — ^A ship was chartered by 0. to carry rice, calling at a port for 
oncers "to be forwarded within forty-eight hours alter notice of her 
arrival hail been given to and received by charterer's agents in London, 
or lay-days to count .... Liability of C. to cease as soon as cargo is on 
board, provided the same is worth the freight at port of discharge, but 
the owners of the ship to have an absolute lieu on the cargo for all 
demurraije." C. delayed orders at the port of call, and ordered the ship to 
a port which was not good and safe. Held, that C. was exonerated by 
the cesser clause, the term ** lay-<ia.ys to count " giving the owner some 
protection by his lien on the cargo (»). 

Case 5. — A ship was chartered to load in the customary manner, 
proceed to Z. and then deliver, *' the cargo to be discharged in ten 
working days. Demurrage at £2 per ItK) tons 'register per diem. The 
ship to have an absolute lien on cargo for freight and demurrage, the 
charterer's liability to any clauses in thi^ charu^r ceasing when he has 
delivered the cargo alongside ship." The ship was delayed in loading. 
Held, that demurrage in the clause giving the lien ouly applied to demurrage 
at the port of discharge, and that the charterer was therefore liable for 
damages for detention at the port of loading (t). 

Case 6. — A ship was chartered to load a full and complete cargo .... 
" this charter beino; concluded by C. for and on account of another party, it 
is agreed that all liability of C. shall cease as soon as the cargo is shipped, 
loading excepted, the owner agreeing to rest solely on his lien on the cargo 
for freight, demurrage, and all other claims." Held, that the charterers 
were liable for delay in loading (w). 

Case 7. — A ship was chartered by C. " to load and unload with all 
despatch .... C.'s liability to cease when the cargo is shipped, provided 
the s^me is worth the freight on arrival at the port of discharge, the 
captain having an absolute lieu on it lor freight and demurrage." Held, 



(q) Milvain v. Perez (1861), 3 E. & E. 495. See also Ogk^y v. Fc/fosias (1858), 
E. B. & E. 930. 

(r) Francesco v. Massey (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. 101. See also Kish v, Cory 
(C.A., 1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 

(s) French v. Oerber (C.A., 1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 247. 

(0 Lockhart v. Folk (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 132. 

(m) Lister v. Van Haansbergen (1876), L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 269. This case turns 
on express evidence of intention in the words "loading excepted." So also 
Pederson v. Lotinga (1857), 28 L. T. 267, may bo supported as turning on a 
clause to pay demurrage at the port of loading, day by day, and is so construed 
by Blackburn, J., in Christoffersen v. Hansen (1872), L. R. 7. Q. B. at p. 514. 
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that demurrage applied to delay at the port of loading, that the owner 
had therefore a lien for it, and that the charterer was not liable for it (o?^. 

Note. — Lord Bramwell piquantly described this class of cases 
as " cases where no principle of law is involved, but only the 
meaning of careless and slovenly documents" (y). There is, 
however, an important conflict of principles of construction. 
The earlier cases seem to have proceeded on the view that the 
cesser clause only freed the charterer from his liability for 
breaches occurring after the shipment of the cargo, unless an 
intention to free him from liabUity for previous breaches was 
clearly shown : Milvain v. Perez (z). Later and more authorita- 
tive construction has, in all cases where a lien has been given to 
the shipowner, freed the charterer from liability for breaches 
before shipment of cargo, to the extent of the lien, unless an in- 
tention to render him liable was clearly shown ; it has sometimes 
even stated the principle as if the clause freed the charterer on 
shipment of the cargo from his liability for all breaches, whether 
before the shipment or after. 

That the chai*terer's exemption should be co-extensive with 
the shipowner's lien has several times been clearly stated (a). 
But if this is to be consistently applied to the claims for or in 
the nature of demurrage, either (V) there mwt he a lien for damages 
for detention in loading, under the name of^^ demurrage " ; (for if there 
is not, and the charterer is freed from liability for all breaches 
before the shipment of cargo, he is freed from liability for 
damages for detention in loading, while the shipowner has no 
corresponding lien on the cargo to indemnify him) ; or (2) the 
charterer must, in spite of the cesser clause, still he liable for damages 
for detention at the port of loading : for if he is not, the shipowner, 
having no lien for such damages, is also precluded by the cesser 
clause from his remedy against the charterer, and thus has a 
wrong without a remedy. 

This difficulty was recognised by Brett, J., and Amphlett, B., 
in Kish v. Cory (h) ; but the decision of the point was not neces- 
sary to the case, and Amphlett, B., therefore declined to express 
any opinion, while Brett, J., and Coleridge, C. J., held the view 
that the first alternative, a lien for damages for detention, under 
the name of " demurrage," or, in wider terms, a lien to the ship- 
owner for whatever claims the charterer is exempted from, would 
be adopted when the case arose. Cleasby, B., suggested the 
second alternative. The question has not yet clearly arisen, but, 
whichever alternative is cwiopted, the cases are so contradictory 



(x) Bannister v. BresUxuer (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497. This case has been much 
doubted, but never formally oveiTuled. See svJb. p. 111. 
(y) L. R. 6 Q. B. at p. 549. 
{z) (1861), 3 E. & E. 495. 
(a) Vide supra, p. 101, note (m). 
(6) (1875), i. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 
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that its adoption will render necessary the overruling of several 
decided cases. 

For in Gray v. Carr (1871) (c) four judges in the Exchequer 
Chamber expressly held that the clause, " the owners to have an 
absolute lien for demurrage on the cargo," did not give the owners 
a lien for damages for detention at the port of loading, as distin- 
^ished from demurrage there ; and Brett, J., who, with Willes, J., 
dissented on another point, said nothing to qualify this, but put 
forward as his own view that the cesser clause only freed the 
charterer from liabilities arising after loading. In that case a 
ship was chartered to load at X. in "fifty running days for 
loading, to be discharged as fast as ship can put cargo out, and 
ten days on demurrage at £8 per day. The owners to have an 
absolute lien on the cargo for all . . . demurrage . . . charterer's 
liability to cease on shipment of the cargo." Cargo was shipped 
under bills of lading to be delivered as per charter to G., 
*' he paying freight, and all other conditions, or demurrage, if 
any should be incurred for the goods, as per charter." The 
vessel was detained ten days on demurrage in loading at X., 
and eighteen days beyond. At the port of discharge the master 
claimed against the consignees a lien for demurrage for ten days 
and for damages for detention for eighteen days. It thus became 
essential to determine what lien the master had by charter, 
before ascertaining how much of the charter the bill of lading 
incorporated. And four judges (d) expressly held that the ship- 
owner under such a charter had a lien for demurrage, but not 
for damages for detention. In Francesco v. Maasey (e) the Court 
below had held the charterer liable for damages for detention, 
and though he appealed successfully against another part of 
their judgment, he did not appeal on this point, on which the 
Court had followed Gray v. Carr. And in Lockhart v. Falk (/) 
the Court expressly held that demurrage in the clause giving 
the lien must be confined to demurrage in the strictest sense of 
the term. 

The suggested lien is open to the further objection that it is 
a lien for unliquidated damages, the objections to which in 
shipping cases have been pointed out most forcibly by Brett, J., 
himself in Gray v. Carr (g). 

On the other hand, in favour of the first alternative are the 
remarks of Coleridge, C. J., and Brett, J., in Kiah v. Cory (h) ; 
the dicta of Hellish, L.J., and Brett, L.J., in SanguineUi v. 

(c) L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 

(d) Cleasby, B., at pp. 527, 528. Channel, B., p. 544. Bramwell, B., p. 551. 
Kelly, C.B., p. 556. 

(<?) L. R 8 Ex. 101 ; C. A. (1873). 

(/) L. R. 10 Ex. 132, 136 (1875). 

(g) At p. 535. The construction put by Brett, J., on " dead freight " is curiously 
at variance with his view as to " demurrage" And see Phillips v. Bodie (1814), 
15 East, 547, ^sm6. Article 161. 

(A) (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. (C.A.) 553. 
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Pacific Steam Navigation Co. (t), and the case of Bannister v. 
Breslauer (j). But in two of these cases the remarksof the 
learned judges on this point were not necessary for the decision, 
while the third case has been much questioned (A;). 

In Kiah v. Cory (I) a ship was chartered " to be loaded in 
thirteen working days, and discharged at not less than thirty-five 
tons per working day. Ten days on demurrage above the said 
days. Charterer's liability to cease when ship is loaded, the 
captain having a lien on cargo for freight and demurrage." It 
was held, following Francesco v. Massey, that the charterer was 
not liable for demurrage in the strict sense at the port of 
loading, for which the shipowner had a lien. But in the course 
of the argument, Brett, J., raised the question of damages for 
detention, and some of the judges expressed opinions on the 
point, though it was not involved in the decision of the case. 
Coleridge, C. J., said : (m) ** I am inclined to think that, even 
in a case where the shipowner sues for unliquidated damages 
for detention at the port of loading, and the charterer relies 
on the clause exempting him from liability, it will be held 
that the charterer's liability ceases on loaing, and the lien 
attaches" (n). Brett, J., said: (o) "Three interpretations of 
the cesser clause may be suggested : — (1) That liability of 
every kind, as well for past as for future breaches, is to cease 
so far as charterer is concerned ; (2) the charterer is exempted 
only from future liability, that is, after the loading of the 
ship ; but in each case the shipowner can enforce his remedy 
against the consignee by his lien on the cargo; (3) the 
charterer's liability is to cease, but only a partial remedy is 
given to the shipowner by the lien against the consignee, that 
is, he can exercise his lien for demurrage, but not for deten- 
tion. If this last were the legal interpretation of the clause, 
I should think it so unjust that I should be prepared to over- 
rule former decisions upon which it is based (p), for I cannot 
think it would express the real intention of the parties ; but I 
am inclined to think that the interpretation to be adopted at the 
present day is that the charterer's liability for past breaches is 
to cease upon loading the cargo, but the remedy of the ship- 
owner is given against the consignee to the extent of his remedy 
against the charterer, that is to say, the lien is given in fall for 



(0 (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. (C.A.), 238. 

O) (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497. 

(k) Brett, M.R., following his own remarks in Sanguinetti v. Pacific Steam O., 
gave a similar wide interpretation to " demurrage " in Harris v. Jacchs (1885), 
15 Q. B. D. 247. 

(0 (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. (C.A.), 553. 

(m) At p. 558. 

(w) This of course is directly contrary to Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 
522, which only seems to have been cited on an incidental point. 

(o) At p. 559, 560. 

(l?) Surely not those of the Court of Appeal itself. 
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all breach es for which the shipowner would, hnt for this clanr^e, 
have a remedy against the charterer. I know that in this c€U9e 
it is unnecessary to say that the lien is given for more than 
demurrage, properly so called, at the port of loading, but I 
cannot be a party to construing such a clause as this, and hold- 
ing that it absolutely absolves the charterer from all liability, 
past as well as future, without considering what must take place 
were we also to hold that the lien were given simply for demur- 
rage properly so called. . . It may be said that this difficulty 
may be obviated by holding that the liability of the charterer 
was to cease only in respect of the delay of the vessel during 
the demurrage days, and that the lien would attach to that 
only, and that, notwithstanding the clause of exemption, a 
right of action would remain against the charterer for delaying . 
the 8hip at the port of loading beyond the demurrage days. 
That construction seems hardly consistent with the decisions in 
which it has been held that the charterer's liability is to cease 
for past breaches of the charter, at all events for the detention 
of the ship. I feel certain that when the occasion arises it will he 
heldj upon a clause like this, containing a cesser of liability of 
the charterer and a lien for demurrage, that * demurrage ' in- 
cludes not only demurrage proper, but also that which is in the 
nature of demurrage, viz. detention at the port of loading. . . 
It is because I have future decisions in my mind that I can construe 
this clause as a discharge of the liability of the charterer ; other- 
wise I should be prepared to hold that the clause related only 
to breaches after the ship was loaded, and the charterer was 
liable for any breaches happening before." 

We may respectfuU}'- submit that if the present Master of the 
Bolls had had the past decisions brought to his mind by counsel 
he would not have overlooked that it had been held, when the 
occasion had arisen (r), that a lien for "demurrage" did not 
include a lien for damages for detention. 

Amphlett, B. («) agreed with Brett, J., as to the alternatives, 
but declined to express an opinion as to which was the right 
one, as the question was unnecessary for the decision of the 
case. Grove, J., inclined to the opinion that the charterer was 
liable for breaches before shipment of cargo, but admitted that 
the authorities against him were so strong " that they could 
not be overruled even in a Court of Error." On the other hand 
Cleaely, B. (<) considered the charterer would not be released 
from liability for damages for detention, and Pollock, B., ap- 
peared to agree with him. 

The authority of Kish v. Cory («) appears therefore to stand 
thus : the point was unnecessary for the decision of the case, 



(r) Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 
(s) Kish V. Cory, L. R. 10 Q. B. at p. 563. 
(0 At p. 562. 
(m) (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 
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and did not properly arise in it. Two, possibly three, judges (x) 
expressly hold that a lien for demurrage shoiQd be construed to 
include damages for detention ; two judges (y) apparently pre- 
fer the other alternative, that the charterer should be liable for 
damages for detention in spite of the cesser clause, and one (z) 
declines to pronounce an opinion. Moreover an express decision 
of the Court of Exchequer Chamber on the point (a) was not 
referred to by the judges. 

The case of Sanguinetti v. Fadfic Steam Navigation Co, (h) as 
an authority on this point stands in the same dubious position. 
In that case a ship was chartered to load coal *' at X., at the rate 
of seventy-five tons per clear working day : stiffening coal if re- 
quired, to be supplied at ship's expense, and at the rate of forty 
tons per clear working day ; all days on which stiflFening coal is 
taken on board to be excluded from the computation of the said 
working days allowed for loading. The vessel to be discharged 
at the rate of forty tons per clear working day .... Demurrage 
to be paid for each day beyond the said days allowed for load- 
ing and discharging at Sd, per ton per diem, the master to have 
a lien for the cargo for all demurrage due under this agreement. 
All liability of the charterers under this agreement shall cease 
as soon as the cargo is on board .... the owner and masters to 
have a lien on the cargo for all demurrage." 

A delay of forty-eight days in all happened during the load- 
ing, a great part of which was in loading stiffening coal. If 
therefore the demurrage clause applied to loading such coal, the 
whole of the delay would be covered by the lien for demurrage. 
All the judges held that the demurrage clause did so apply, and 
that as the shipowner was fully protected by his lien, the 
charterer was not liable. This decided the case, but the Court 
also dealt with the supposition that the demurrage clause did 
not apply, and that the delay in loading stiffening coal would 
give rise to a claim for damages to detention. In this supposed 
state of the case Hellish, L.J., appears to hold, though not 
very decidedly, that the shipowner would have a lien for the 
damages for detention, under the term " demurrage " (c). Amph- 
lett, B., does not express any opinion, and Brett, L.J., takes the 
same view (d) he had taken in Kish v. Cory. Again, Cray v. 
Carr is not noticed by the Court ; and this case, (the only clear 
opinion on the point, and that obiter, being that of Brett, L. J., 
who had previously expressed the same opinion,) does not much 
strengthen the position against Gray v. Carr, 

We come lastly to the much criticised case of Bannister v. 
Breslauer (e). In this case, which was decided on demurrer, 

(a?) Coleridge, C. J., Brett, J., pos- (6) (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 239. 

sibly Grove, J. (c) At p. 247. 

(y) Cleasby and Pollock, B.B. (d) At p. 252. 

(«) Amphlett, B. (e) (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497. 

(a) Oray v. Carr. 
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the charter contained the clanses : ^ Cargo to be loaded and 
unloaded with all despatch .... the charterer's liability on this 
charter to cease when the cargo is shipped, the owner having 
an absolute lien on it for . . . demurrage." There was no pro- 
vision in the charter for the payment of " demurrage " under 
that name. The vessel was detained in loading, and the owneis 
sued the charterer for damages for detention. The judges (/) 
held that the charterer wan discharged, on the view apparently 
that the owner had a lien for damages for detention, under the 
name of** demurrage." They barely notice the difference between 
the two. 

This case has been severely criticised. In Oray v. Carr (g) 
Brett, J., thought ** the interpretation of the charter in that case 
too severe," and that the che^erer was not absolved, though the 
learned judge then based the charterer's liability on the principle 
that the cesser clause only freed the charterer from liabilities 
incurred after shipment of cargo, which seems now bad law. 
He however suggested that there was in the charter a clause as 
to demurrage at the port of discharge, which the wording of the 
report of the case negatives. Channel, B. (K) ** thought the 
decision somewhat doubtful, if the charterer was held liable for 
damages for detention," (as was the case). Bramwell, B. ** re- 
spectfully intimated his doubt of the decision ; " (t) and the 
majority of the Court held that the shipowner had not a lien for 
damages for detention under the names of demurrage. In 
Francesco v. Massey (j), Cleasby, B. adopted the case without 
noticing the difficulty, and Bramwell, B., said : ** Though that 
case has been questioned it has not been overruled, and is binding 
on U8." In Kish v. Cory (k) Coleridge, C. J., said : ** The reasoning 
on which that case was decided has been questioned, and perhaps 
on strict examination does not appear perfectly accurate, but it 
seems to me the decision was perfectly right." 

If the case is to stand it can only be on the narrow ground 
that, there being no demurrage clause in the charter, the lien 
for demurrage must have been intended to apply to damages 
for detention, as otherwise it would be meaningless. On this 
ground it is distinguished in Lockhart v. Falk (T), and on this 
ground I have treated it as law on the text. But I cannot see 
how it is compatible with Gray v. Carr^ an express decision of 
the Court of Exchequer Chamber, with the remarks of Brett, J., 
and other judges in that case on the occurrence of words in these 



(/) M. Smith, Bjles, J. ; Keating, J., with some doubt. 

Ig) L. R. 6 Q. B. at p. 637. 

(A) 76., p. 546. 

(0 Ib.y p. 549. 

ij) (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. 101. 

Ik) (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 653 at p. 568. 

(0 (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 132. 
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mercantile docnments on printed forms, to which no meaning need 
be attached (m), and ih.^ inconvenience there suggested of a lien 
on cargo for unliquidated damages. It may perhaps be justified 
as a strict application of the " cesser clause," even though there 
was no corresponding lien ; but this is not the ground of the 
judgments. 

Notwithstanding the great authority of the present Master of 
the Bolls, with some slight support from other judges, it is hard 
to see how the Courts in face of Gray v. Carr (n) can fail to hold, 
where there is a demurrage clause in the charter, that the 
lien for demurrage does not include a lien for damages for 
detention. 

The first alternative being thus disposed of, the second is that 
the charterer should still be liable for detention in loading, in 
spite of the " cesser clause." Assuming that there is no lien for 
damages for detention, the adoption of this alternative would 
carry out the principle that the charterer's exemption should be 
co-extensive with the shipowner's lien, at the expense of the 
strict interpretation of the clause. This alternative has been 
adopted in Lockhart v. Falk (o), where the charterer was held 
liable for damages for detention at the port of loading : it was 
also acted on in Francesco v. Massey (jp), where the charterer 
did not dispute bis liability for such damages for detention, and, 
to some extent, in Christoffersen v. Hansen (g), where, in the 
absence of a lien for demurrage, the charterer was held liable 
for demurrage at the port of loading in spite of the cesser 
clause. The only clear opinion against it is the oUter dictum 
of Brett, J., in Kish v. Cory (r), where he says : '* That con- 
struction seems hardly consistent with the decisions in which it 
has been held that the charterer's liability is to cease for past 
breaches of the charter on shipment of the cargo." But the 
only case in which it has been held that the charterer's liabi- 
lity is so to cease without any corresponding lien is Milvain v. 
Perez («) ; and there the cesser clause had the very strong 
words, " all liability a« well before as during and after the ship- 
ping of the cargo shall cease," showing a very clear intention to 
apply the cesser clause strictly. 

As the result it seems that the principle to follow is, that the 
charterer's exemption should be co-extensive with the ship- 
owner's lien, and that as the existence of a lien is governed by 
principles of law, or by express agreement, the lien should be 
the chief factor in the couple. That therefore where there is no 
lien, as in the case of unliquidated damages in the absence of 
express agreement, there should be no exemption for the char- 



(m) See Article 9, ante. 
(n) (1871), L. R. 6Q. B. 537. 
(o) (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 132. 
(/;) (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. 101. 



(q) (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 509. 
(r) (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 
(s) (1861), 3 E. & E. 495. 
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terer. This is opposed to the view that the charterer should be 
held freed by the cesser clause from all claims, and therefore 
that the shipowner's lien should be made co-extensive with his 
exemption. 

The adoption of this principle involves disapproval of the 
obiter dicta in Kish v. Cory (t), and in Sanguinetti v. Pacific 
Steam Navigation Co. (u)^ and a careful restriction of the appli- 
cation of Bannister v. Breslauer (aj), which, in view of the direct 
authorities on the point which we have cited, does not seem 
without justification (^). 



(0 (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 553. 

(i*) (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 239. 

(x) (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 497. 

(y) For discussion of the question by the Scotch Courts, see Beynon y. Kenneth 
(1881), 8 Sc. Sess. Cases, 4th Series, p. 594 ; Lamb v. Kaselack (1882), 9 Sc. Sess. 
Cases, 4th Series, p. 482 ; Salvesen v. Quy (1885), 13 Sc. Sess. Cases, 4th Series, 
p. 85. 
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SECTION V. 

The Bill op Lading as a Document of Title. 
Article 55. — Signatv/re of the Bill of Lading, 

After the shipment of goods under a contract of aflfreight- 
ment, the bill of lading (a), which, where there is no charter, 
constitutes the most important evidence of the contract of 
affreightment, is signed by the carrier or his agent (6), and 
delivered to the shipper. Such signing does not give rise to 
any new contract, but only gives precision to one which had 
been previously made. 

The signature and delivery of the bill of lading creates a 
document, subsequent dealings with which may have effects 
on the property in the goods shipped. 



Article 56. — Indorsement of BUI of Lading. 

Goods shipped under a bill of lading may be made deli- 
verable to a named person, G., or to a name left blank, or 
" to bearer," and in the first two cases may or may not be 
made deliverable " to order or assigns." 

Bills of lading making goods deliverable " to order," or 
" to order or assigns " are by mercantile custom negotiable 
instruments, the indorsement and delivery of which may 
affect the property in the goods shipped (c). 

(a) The shipper has usually obtained the printed form of the bill of lading used 
by the shipowner, and has filled in the details before presenting it ; it is checked 
bv the shipowner or his broker and then signed. 

' (6) Usually in London for steamers, the loading broker, or the person doing his 
work ; for sailing ships, usually the master ; abroad, either the branch house, or 
agent, of the line or the master. 

(c) Custom of merchants, as found in th* special verdict in Lkkbarroio v. 
Mason (1794), 5 T. R. 683 ; discussed by Lords Selborne and Blackburn, in Sewell 
V. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74 ; and in Blackburn on Sale, 1st ed. pp. 
282-289. 
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Indorsement is effected either by the shipper or con- 
signee writing his name on the back of the bill of lading, 
which is called an " indorsement in blank," or by his writing 
" Deliver to I. [or order], F.," which is called an " indorse- 
ment in full " (d). 

So long as the goods are deliverable to a name left blank, 
or to bearer, or the indorsement is in blank, the bill of lading 
may pass from hand to hand by mere delivery, or may be 
re-delivered to the original holder without any indorsement, 
so as to affect the property in the goods {e). 

But the holder of the bill may at any time fill in the 
blank either in the bill or indorsement, or restrict by indorse- 
ment the delivery to bearer, such power being given to him 
by the delivery to him of such a bill of lading {(3). 

Semble. — A bill of lading which does not contain some 
such words as, "to order," or '*to order or assigns," or 
which is indorsed in full, but without such words (/) is 
not a negotiable instrument (g). 

Note. — ^Where goods are to be carried under a through bill of 
lading, separate bills of lading are sometimes signed for the 
conveyance of goods on subsequent stages of the transit. In 
these bills of lading the company, or the shipowner signing 
the through bill of lading appears as the shipper, and there in 
indorsed on the bills, " Delivery to be made to the holders of 
the original bill of lading duly indorsed, per ss. S., from X., 
dated ." This is done to prevent conflicting claims to the 
goods from two set« of bills of lading for the same goods being 
in circulation. 



Artide 57. — Effects of Indorsement 

The indorsement and delivery of a bill of lading by the 
person entitled to hold it have effects depending partly on 
custom and partly on statute. 



(d) See note (o), ante, p. 114. 

(e) Per Lord Selborne in Sewell v. Burdickf L. R. 10 App. C. at p. 83. The 
inference that an assignment of property is contemplated will be weaker from an 
indorsement in blank than from one in full. 

(/) I.e., ** deliver to." 

(^) Henderson v. Ckmptoir dEscompte de Paris (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 253, at 
p. 260. 

I 2 
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I. — By mercantile custom (h) such an indorsement and de- 
livery of a bill of lading, made after shipment of the goods 
and before complete delivery of their possession has been 
made to the person having a right under the bill of lading 
to claim them (i), transfers such property (/), as it was the 
intention of the parties to the indorsement to transfer (h). 

n. — By the Bills of Lading Act (Z), the indorsee of a bill of 
lading, to whom under the particular circumstances of the 
indorsement the property in the goods shipped under the biU 
of lading passes, has all the rights and duties of the original 
shipper under the contract evidenced in the bill of lading (m). 

in. — By the Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, indorsement of the 
bill of lading may give to the indorsee rights of action in 
the Court of Admiralty against the carrying ship (n). 



Article 58. — Effects of Indorsement on Property by Mercantile 

Custom, 

The presumed intention of the parties in indorsing a bill 
of lading may vary widely according to the circumstances. 

It may be an intention :— 

1. To absolutely transfer the property in the goods (o), 
subject only, if the price be unpaid, to the right of the unpaid 
vendor (p) to stop the goods in their transit to the vendee, 
as a means of asserting his lien on the goods for the price 
unpaid, known as the right of Stoppage in transitu (q). 



(A) As stated in the special verdict in lAckharrow v. Mason (1794), 5 T. R. 683. 
See note (c), ante, 

(t) Barber v. Meyerstein (1870), L. R. 4 H. L. 317. Wrongful delivery of the 
goods apart from the bill of lading, does not render the bill ineffective as a 
symbol of property ; and its indorsement, even after such wrongful delivery* may 
still pass the property ; Short v. Simpson (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 248. 

(y) Strictly speaking, the^property is transferred, not by the indorsement, but 
by the contract under which the indorsement is made : See per Lord Bramwell, 
10 App. C, at p. 105. 

(k) Sewell V. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74, and see Article 58. 

(/) (1855), 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill, vide post. Appendix III. 

(m) Sewell v. Burdick, vide supra, and see Article 75. 

(n) (1861), 24 Vict. c. 10, § 6, vide post. Article 77, and Appendix III. 

(o) See Article 59. 

(p) See Article 60. 

Iq) See Articles 63-71. 
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2. To pass the property on certain conditions, as on the 
acceptance of bills of exchange for the price^). 

3. To eflTect a mortgage of the goods as security for an 
advance (s). 

4. To effect a pledge of the goods for the same pur- 
pose (f). 

5. To pass no property at all in the goods {u). 

Note, — The decision in Sewell v. Burdich (x) has made it clear 
that the effect of the indorsement of a bill of lading depends 
entirely on the particular circumstances of each indorsement, 
and that there is no general rule that indorsement passes the 
-whole legal property in the goods, as had been strongly con- 
tended by Brett, M.R. (y), in the Court below, and in Glyn, 
Mills, & Go. V. Eaxt and West India Docks (z). In the light of 
this decision, the special verdict in lAMarrow v. Ma,son (a), 
-which recites that " the property is transferred by indorsement," 
must be read " the property which it was the intention to 
transfer is transferred ;" (li) and many ohiter dicta on the subject, 
such as the statement of Lord Hatherley in Barber v. Meyer- 
stein (c), that, when goods are at sea, assigning the bill of lading 
is parting with the " whole and complete ownership of the 
goods," and of Lord Westbury in the same case (c), that the 
transfer of the bill of lading for value " passes the absolute pro- 
perty in the goods," mnst be taken as overruled, or strictly 
limited to the circumstances of the particular case (d). 



Article 59. — Intention to transfer the whole Property hy 
Indorsement of the Bill of Lading . 

Property in goods at sea may be completely passed by in- 
dorsement and delivery of the bill of lading under which 
they are shipped, in exchange for payment of the price. 

Note 1. — The question of property in goods shipped is not of 
great importance to the shipowner, as he is safe in delivering to 
the holder of the first bill of lading duly presented, if he has no 



(r) See Articles 61, 62. 

Is) See Article 72. 

(0 See Article 73. 

(m) See Article 74. 

(ar) (1884) L. S. 10 App. C. 74. 

(y) 13 Q. B. D. at p. 167. 



(z) (1880) 6 Q. B. D. at p. 480. 
(a) (1794) 5 T. R. 683. 
(6) As suggested by Lord Selbome, 
L. R. 10 App. C. at p. 80. 

(c) (1870) L. R. 4 H. L. 325, 335. 

(d) See L. R. 10 App. C. at pp. 81, 104. 
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notice or knowledge of other claimfi (e), while if he has snch 
knowledge, though probably in strict law he mnst either deliver 
at his peril to the rightful claimant, or interplead (/) ; yet in 
practice he can almost always obtain in exchange for delivery 
of the goods an indemnity against legal proceedings, which w^ill 
render him virtually safe. For this reason I have not gone 
minutely into the numerous cases on this subject. An exhaus- 
tive discussion of them will be found in Benjamin on Sale, 
3rd ed. pp. 328-354, and a summary of the results at p. 352. 
Part of this summary has been approved by the House of 
Lords (^), and a similar summary is to be found in the judgment 
of Cotton, L. J., in Mirahita v. Ottoman Bank (h). 

Note 2. — The property in goods shipped under a bill of lading 
may be passed without indorsement of such bill (t), and it 
would seem that subsequent indorsement of the bill of lading 
will have no effect. But see Kemp v. Falk (k). 



Article 60. — Unpaid Vendor's Secv/rities. 

Where goods are shipped by a vendor, in pursuance of his 
buyer's order, for delivery to the buyer, such shipment prima 
facie passes the property to the buyer, delivery to the ship 
being equivalent to delivery to him (Z). 

But under these circumstances the unpaid vendor has the 
right to stop the goods in transitu {m\ though they are made 
by the bill of lading deliverable to the vendee (w). 

An unpaid vendor frequently insists on more than this 
security for the price, and deals with the bill of lading so as 
to prevent the property in the goods from passing to the 
vendee on their shipment, either by — 

(I.) Eeserving to himself ihejv^ disponendi (o). 

(II.) Conditional indorsement of the bill of lading (p). 



(e) Glyn Mills v. West India Dock Co. (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. 591 ; see 
Article 125. 

(/) Per Lord Blackburn, 7 App. C. at p. 611. 

(a) Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116, at p. 127. 

(X) (1878) L. R. 3 Ex. D. at p. 172. 

(«) Meyer v. Sharpe (1813), 5 Taunt. 74 ; Nathan v. Giles (1814), 5 Taunt. 
558. 

(k) L. R. 7 App. C. 573. 

(0 Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116, at p. 127 : and see Article 68. 

(m) Vide post. Article 63. 

(n) Ex parte Banner (1876), L. R. 2 Ch. D. 278, at p. 288. 

(o) See Article 61. 

(p) See Article 62. 
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Article 61. — Beservatian of Jm disponendi by Unpaid Vendor. 

1. The unpaid vendor may take from the master a bill of 
lading making the goods deliverable to his order or to his 
agent, and may forward this bill to liis agent, with instruc- 
tions not to indorse it to the vendee except on payment for 
the goods. 

If he takes the bill in this form on his own behalf, and 
not as agent for, or on behalf of, the purchaser, he thereby 
reserves himself the power of absolutely disposing of the 
goods, known as the jus disponendi, and no property will 
pass to the purchasers by the shipment (q). Payment or 
tender of the price will pass the property to the pur- 
chasers (r), unless this jvs disponendi has been reserved by 
the vendor for some other purpose than that of securing the 
contract price (s). 

Note. — It has been discussed whether the jus disponendi is 
merely a vendor's lien, oris some right in the vendor concomitant 
with property in the vendee, or whether it amounts to a state- 
ment that the acts of the vendor prevent the property from 
passing to the vendee on shipment of the goods, and postpone 
the vesting of the property till certain conditions are satisfied. 
Ogg V. Shuter (f) shewg that it is more than a vendor's lien. 
The judgment in Mirabita v. Ottoman Bank (u) declines to 
decide between the last two alternatives, but the language of 
Cotton, L. J., in the same case appears to shew that to speak of 
the vendor s jus disponendi is another way of saying that the 
property has not passed to the vendee, whatever may be his 
rights under the contract of sale. 



Article 62. — Conditional Indorsement by Unpaid Vendor. 

The unpaid vendor may draw a bill of exchange on the 
vendor for the price, and either : — 

(I.) Forward it for acceptance, together with a copy of 

(q) Shepherd y. ffarrisorif vide supra ; Mirabita v. Ottoman Bank (1878), L. R. 
3 Ex. D. at p. 172 ; Ogg v. Shuter (1875), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 47 ; Gabarron v. Kreeft 
(1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 274. 

(r) Mirabita y. Ottoman Bank, vide snpra. 

(s) Wait V. Baker (1848), 2 Ex. 1. 

(0 (1875), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 47. 

(m) (1878), L. R, 3 Ex. D. 164. 
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the bill of lading {x), sending also an indorsed bill of lading 
to his agent (y) ; or, 

(II.) Discount it at a bank, depositing an indorsed bill of 
lading as security for the advance, and leaving the bank to 
present the bill of exchange for acceptance, together with 
the bill of lading (»). 

In case (I.) the vendee cannot retain the bill of lading, 
or obtain the indorsed bill of lading, unless he accepts the 
bill of exchange (a). 

Ill case (IL)> he cannot obtain the bill of lading from the 
bank unless he satisfies the bank's claim for advances (Jb) ; 
but if, before the bank realizes the goo<is to satisfy its claim, 
the vendee tenders the amount claimed, the property in the 
goods will at once pass to him (c), and he will be entitled to 
the bill of lading, unless t\ie jits disponendi has been reserved 
by the vendor with some other intention than that of securing 
the contract price {d). 

The vendee is not entitled to require delivery of all copies 
of the bill of lading before accepting bills of exchange, if the 
copy tendered is in fact effectual to pass the property ; nor, 
semble, can he claim that they should be delivered at such a 
time that they can, be forwarded to arrive at the port of des- 
tination before the ship, but only that the shipper shall 
forward them with all reasonable despatch (e). 

In all these cases the vendor, by reserving the jus dispo- 



(a?) In Coventry v. Gladstone (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 493, an attempt to set up a 
custom to deliver bills of lading, not when bills of exchange were accepted, but 
when they were paid, failed. 

(y) Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116. 

(z) Turner Y.\Trustees of Liverpool Docks (1851), 6 Ex. 643. Where a bank 
presents a bill of exchange with bills of lading annexed, it is not taken to 
guarantee that the latter are genuine : Leather v. Simpson (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 
398 ; Baxter v. Chapman (1874), 29 L. T. 642. 

(a) Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116. For special facts under 
which the consignee who had received bills of lading was held not bound to 
accept bills of exchange drawn against them, see Depperman v. ffubbersty (1852), 
17 Q. B. 766 ; for special facts in which the, consignee was held to be bound, see 
Imperial Ottoman Bank v. Cowan (1874), 31 L. T. 336 ; Hoare v. Dresser (1859), 
7 H. L. C. 290. 

(6) Turner v. Trustees of Liverpool Docks (1851), 6 Ex. 543. 

(c) Mirabita v. Ottoman Bank (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 164. 

(d) Wait V. Baker (1848), 2 Ex. 1. See also Barber v. Taylor (1839), 5 M. & W 
627 ; GUbert v. Ovignon (1872), L. R. 8 Ch. 16. 

(<?) Sanders v. Maclean (1883), L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 327. 
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nendiy is prima facie presumed to intend to retain the 
property in the goods (/), and the burden of disproving this 
intention lies on those who dispute it (g). 

Case 1. — P. requested V. in Brazil to purchase cotton for bim ; V. did 
80 and forwarded it to England, taking a bill of lading deliverable to Y/s 
order, and describing; the cotton in the invoice as '* shipped on account and 
at tbe risk of P.'* V. forwarded to his agent W., the invoice and two bills 
of lading ; W. sent on to P. the invoice and one bill of lading, indorsed, and 
a bill of exchange for the price of the cotton. P. refused to accept the bill 
of exchange, but kept the bill of ladings which he handed to his brokers, 
who paid the freight on the cotton, and got a delivery order from the ship- 
owners. Meanwhile, W. obtained delivery of the cotton under the second 
bill of lading. Held, that W.'s action had reserved to him the Jm dispo- 
nendi, and the property in the cotton ; that P. could not keep the bill of 
lading without accepting the bill of exchange, and that W. was justified in 
taking possession of the cotton (h). 

Case 2. — ^V. purchased goods in X., as agents for P. in England, with 
the proceeds of bills drawn by V. on P., and discounted in X. On ship- 
ping, y. tck)k bills of lading making the goods deliverable to P., and for- 
warded them to P. by post, with notice of the bills of exchange drawn. 
While the goods were in transitu^ P. became bankrupt, having accepted 
some of the bills, but having paid none. Held, that the property had 
passed absolutely to P., subject only to V.'s right to stop in transitu (i). 

Corse 3. — V. shipped guano to P., as the result of a correspondence, 
which objected to the proposed price, but asked the captain to bring some 
other goods as well. P. insured the cargo. V. took a bill of lading, 
making the goods deliverable to V., or order, but before it was indorsed to 
P., the ship was wrecked. The jury found that V. had intended the ship- 
ment to pass the property to P., and had not intended to keep the guano 
in his own hands; and this verdict was sustained by the Court, who 
held that the property was in P. from the shipment (k). 

Case 4. — ^V. sold potatoes to P., payment to be by cash against bill of 



(/) The property and possession in goods shipped has been held to be trans- 
ferred to the vendee on the facts of the following cases : — Walley v. Montgomery 
(1803), 3 East, 585 ; Ooxe v. Harden (1803), 4 East, 211 ; Ogle v. Atkinson (1814), 
5 Taunt. 759 : WUmhurst v. Bowker (1844), 7 M. & G. 882 ; Key v. {Cotesworth 
(1852), 7 Ex. 595 ; Joyce v. Sicann (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 84 ; Castle r, Playford 
(1872), L. R. 7 Ex. 98 ; Ex parte Banner (1S7&), L. R. 2 Ch. D. 278 ; Mirabita v. 
Ottoman Bank (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 164. 

The property or possession was held to have been reserved by the vendor and 
shipper in the following cases : — Craven v. Eyder (1816), 6 Taunt. 433 ; Buck v. 
Hatfield (1822), 5 B. & Aid. 632 ; Brandt v. Bowlby (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 932 ; 
Ellershaw v. Magniac (1843), 6 Ex. 570 ; Watt v. Baker (1848), 2 Ex. 1 ; Van 
Casteel v. Booker (1848), 2 Ex. 691 ; Jenkyns v. Broum (1849), 14 Q. B. 496 ; 
Turner v. Trustees of Liverpool Docks (1851), 6 Ex. 543; Moakes v. Nicolson 
(1865), 19 C. B., N. S. 29u ; Falke v. Fletcher (1865), 18 C. B., N. S. 403 ; 
Shepherd r. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116; Ogg v. Skuter (1875), L. R. 
1 C. R D. 47 ; Gabarron v. Kreeft (1875), L. R. 10 Ex. 274. 

(gy Joyce v. Swann (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 84. 

(A) Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116. See also Barrow v. Coles 
(1811), 3 Camp. 92. 

(t) Ex parte Banner (1876), 2 Ch. D. 278. 

(k) Joyce V. Swann (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 84. 
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lading, and took a bill of lading, deliverable to V. or order. The ship 
arrived on Jan. 26. W., the agent of V., presented on Jan. 27 the 
bill of lading to P., who refused to accept the bill of exchange annexed, 
on the plea of short shipment. There was in fact no short ship- 
ment ; and on Feb. 2, W. sold the potatoes ; P. on the same day giving 
notice that he claimed them, but not tenderiog the price. HM, that imtil 
P. paid 'or tendered cash against the bill of la-iins:, the possession, (j^uasre 
property), was in W., with a power to sell the goods (I), 

Case 5. — V. purchased cotton by P.'s orders and shipped it on P.*s 
ship, V. taking a bill of lading, making the cotton deliverable at Z., " to 
order or assigns, paying for freight for the cotton nothing, being owner's 
property." V., indorsed the bill in full ; — " Deliver to the Bank of Z., or 
order ;" drew bills of exchange on P., and discounted them at another bank 
on the security of an indorsed bill of lading. V. also forwarded to P. an 
invoice stating that the goods were shipped ** by order and for account of 
P., and to him consigned." P. became bankrupt before the goods 
arrived ; V. paid the bills of exchange, and claimed to stop the goods in 
transitu ; the representatives of P. claimed the goods on arrival. Hddy 
that by the terms of the bill of lading, V. reserved to himself the jus 
disponendi in the goods, and did not lose it by indorsing the bill to the 
bank ; and that he consequently was entitled to the goods as against P.'s 
representative (w). 

Case 6. — V. shipped 600 tons umber upon a ship chartered for P., under 
a bill of lading, deliverable to V. or assigns. P. insured the umber. V. 
drew a bill of exchange for the price and forwarded it for discount to the 
Z. bank, with the bill of lading. P. declined to accept the bill, but after- 
wards, and before the bank dealt with the cargo, tendered the amount 
of the bill of exchange, and demanded the bill of lading. The bank 
refused, and sold the umber. Hdd^ that the refusal and sale were wrong- 
ful, and that the property passed to P. on his tender made before the bank 
had realized (n). 

Case 7. — V. agreed to sell to P. com for cash or acceptance on handing 
over bill of lading. V. sent P. the charter of the ship made in V.*s name, in 
which the com was loaded, and took a bill of lading, deliverable to G., or 
assigns. When the cargo reached its destination V. left the invoice and, 
an unindorsed bill of lading with P., who raised disputes as to the quality 
of the cargo, but afterwards tendered the price. V. refused to accept it. 
Held, that no property in the corn passed to P., either at shipment, or by 
the tender of the price (o). 

Case 8. — V. agreed to sell to P., iron, payment in cash in L., in exchange 
for bills of lading. V. took a set of three bills of lading, forwarded two 
duly indorsed to his agents in L., and retained the third himself. On 
August 3, V.*s agents tendered the two bills to P., who refused to pay cash 
unless all three were tendered. V.'s agent accordingly procured the third, 



(0 ^99 V- -S^M^^r (1875), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 47. 

(w) Turner v. Trustees of Liverpool Docks (1851), 6 Ex. 543. 

(n) Mirabita v. Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. 164. 

(o) Wait y. Baker (1848), 2 Ex. 1, distinguished in Mirabita v. Ottornan Bank 
(1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 164, as a case where the vendor kept a hold on the cargo 
for the purpose of securing his absolute property in the corn till he chose to 
pass it to the purchaser, and not merely to secure the contract price. Such a 
distinction has rather a slender foundation in fact, and it is submitted that the 
authority of Wait v. Baker is much weakened by the more recent decision. See 
also Ellershaw v. Magniac (1843), 6 Ex. 570 ; Gabarron v. Kreeft (1875), L. R. 
10 Ex. 274. 
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and tendered the three to P. on August 9. P. refused to pay cash on the 
ground that the tender was so late, that he could not forward them so as 
to reach the port of destiuation before the ship. Hdd (1), that the tender 
of what was in fact a bill effectual to pass the property was good, 
though the purchaser in the absence of the other bills of the set did not 
know it was effectual (p). (2.) Semhle (q), that so long as V. used reason- 
able diligence in tendering the bill of la^ng to P., it was not necessary 
that he should teuder it in time for it to reach the port of destination before 
the carrying ship (r). 



Article 63. — Stoppage in transitu. 

Under certain conditions a vendor, who has forwarded 
goods in such a manner that the property, though not the 
actual possession, has passed to the purchaser (a), has the 
right ot resuming possession of the goods during their transit 
to the purchaser. 

This resumption of possession by the vendor does not 
amount to a rescission of the contract (t), but is the exercise 
by an unpaid vendor (u) of his right to insist on his lien for 
the price (x). 

This right, known as the right of Stoppage in transitu (y), 
may be exercised by : — 

(p) Thus if the third bill had been indorsed to I. before the tender of the 
other two to P., the tender would not be effective, but P. was not entitled to 
require proof of the effectiveness of the tender, a state of things productive of 
some hardship. 

(<q) Per Brett, M.R., at pp. 336-338 : Cotton, L. J., at p. 340, and Bowen, L.J., 
at p. 344, express themselves not unfavourably to this view, but decline to finally 
decide it. 

(r) Sanders v. Maclean (1883), (C. A.), L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 327. 

(s) It is beyond the scope of this work to discuss exhaustively the cases when 
property passes on shipment ; the method of reserving property in the vendor by 
taking bills of lading, making the goods deliverable to his order, has been dealt 
with above : Article 61. On the question of appropriation of goods not specific, 
the reader is referred to Benjamin on Sale, Book II., c. 5, and the numerous cases 
cited in the various stages of Inglis v. Stock (1885), L. R. 10 App. C. 263. 

(0 Kemp V. Falk (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. at p. 581 ; In re ffumberston (1846), 
De Gex, 262 ; Wentworth v. Outhwaite (1842), 10 M. & W. 436. 

(u) It depends on the character of unpaid vendor, and not on the nature of a 
lien ; for other persons who are entitled to liens, have yet no right to stop in 
transitu after they have lost possession. Kmloch v. Craig (1790), 3 T. R. 783. 

(jx) Statement of law by Cotton, L.J., in Phelps v. ConAer (1885), 29 Ch. D. at 
p. 821. The right is not affected by the Bills of Sale Acts: Ex parte Watson 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 35, at p. 44. 

(y) The history of the right is to be found in Lord Abinger's judgment in 
Gibson V. Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & W. 337. It first appears in Chancery in 
1690 ( Wiseman v. Vandeputt, 2 Vern. 202), and is introduced into the Courts of 
Law by Lord Mansfield in 1757 {^Burghall v. Howard), 1 H. Bl. 366, n. See also 
Benjamin on Sale, 3rd. ed. p. 817 ; Blackburn on Sale, 2nd ed., by Graham, pp. 
310-320. 
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I. Ad unpaid yendor of goods, and others in an analogous 
position ; (Article 64) : 

II. On the bankruptcy or insolvency of the vendee ; 
(Article 65) : 

III As against such vendee, and all persons claiming 
under him ; (Article 66) : 

IV. Except as against an indorsee ^ transferee of the 
bill of lading or other document of title for such goods (z), 
who has given valuable consideration for such indorsement 
^ transfer, in ignorance of any circumstances which would 
prevent such indorsement or transfer from acting as a valid 
transfer of a property or interest in the goods ; (Article 67) : 

V. At any time before the vendee has acquired possession 
of the goods by himself or his agent, and so terminated the 
transit (a) (Articles 68, 69). 



Article 64. — Who may exercise the right of Stoppage. 

A. An unpaid vendor from whom the property in the 
goods has passed. 

The fact that he has received part of the price will not 
divest his right (6), unless the contract is apportionable, in 
which case the price also can be apportioned, and part of 
the goods, being paid for, will be exempt from stoppage (c). 
Neither will the fact that payment has been received in bills 
of exchange, not yet matured, divest his right (d), unless 
such bills were taken as absolute payment, and not as pay- 
ment conditional on their being met at maturity, and the 
burden of proving this is on those who assert it (e). 

That there is an unadjusted account current between 
vendor and vendee will not divest the right (/) ; but if there 

{z) See Factors' Act, 1877, 40 & 41 Vict. c. 39, s. 5, Appendix III. ; and note 
p. 129. 

(a) Lickbarrow v. Mason (1794), 1 Smith L. C, 8th ed. p. 753. 

(6) Hodgson v. Loy (1797), 7 T. R. 440 ; Feise v. Wray (1802), 3 East. 93. 

(c) Merchant Banking Co. v. Phoenix Bessemer Co. (1877), L. R. 5 Ch. D. 205. 

(d) Feise v. Wray, vide supra ; Edwards v. Brevoer (1837), 2 M. & W. 375 ; 
Gunn V. Bolckow Vaughan (1875), L. R. 10 Ch. at p. 501, per Hellish, L.J. Davis 
y. Reynolds (1815), 1 Stark. 115, must be taken as overruled. 

{e) Benjamin on Sale, 3rd ed. pp. 714, 715, and cases there cited. 
(/) WoodY. Jones (1825), 7 D. & R. 126. 
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is an ascertained balance against the vendor, it seems that 
the right is lost (g). 

B. Persons in a position analogous to that of an unpaid 
vendor : — 

1. A commission agent purchasing goods on orders from 
his principal is treated for this purpose (h) as a vendor, and 
may stop in transitu (i). 

2. A principal consigning goods to a factor (k). 

3. The agent of the vendor, to whom a bill of lading has 
been indorsed, may stop in his own name (Z), while, without 
such indorsement, he may stop, if so instructed, in the 
vendor's name (m). 

4. The unpaid vendor of an interest in an executory 
agreement (n). 

5. A surety for the buyer, who has paid the vendor (o). 

6. A person who has at the time no authority to stop, 
provided that the vendor ratifies his action before the transit 
is ended (p). 

7. Partner against partner (q). 



Article 65. — Insolvency of Vendee. 

Insolvency is the inability to pay just debts in the ordi- 
nary course of trade and business (r). 

(^) Vertue y. Jewell (1814), 4 Camp. 31. This case is perhaps open to some of 
the criticisms in Benjamin (p. 823), though the remarks founded on Patten y. 
Thompson (1816), 5 M. & S. 350, seem erroneous, as that case did not involve the 
definition of an unpaid vendor, but the question whether a particular indorsement 
of the bill of lading by the vendee was sufficient to divest the right of stoppage in 
transitu. 

(A) Though for other purposes as an agent : Cassaboglou v. Gibbs (1882), L. R. 
9 Q. B. D. 220. 

(i) Feise v. Wrayy vide supra ; Ireland v. Livingstone (1872), L. R. 5 H. L. at 
p. 409, per Lord Blackburn ; Ex parte Banner (1876), L. R. 2 Ch. D. at p. 287. 

(A) Kmloch V. Craig (1790), 3 T. R. 783 ; News(m v. Thcymton (1805), 6 East, 
17. 

(0 Morison v. Gray (1824), 2 Bing. 260. 

(w) Whitehead v. Anderson (1842), 9 M. & W. 518. 

(n) Jenkyns v. U^>ome (1844), 7 M. & G. 678. 

(o) Under 19 & 20 Vict. c. 97, s. 5. See also Imperial Bank v. London and St, 
Katharine Bocks (1877), L. R. 5 Ch. D. 195. 

(p) Bird V. Brovm (1850), 4 Ex. 786; Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), I Moore, 
P. C, N. S. 243. 

{q) Ex parte Cooper (1879), 11 Ch. D. 68. 

(r) Per Willes, J., R. v. Sadlers' Co. (1863), 10 H. L. C. at p. 425. 
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It may be evidenced by stoppage of payment, or even by 
failure to pay one debt. It will be suflBcient if the vendee 
is insolvent when the transit ends, though he was not in- 
solvent when the notice to stop in transitu was given (s). 

Quasrey whether, if the vendee fails to meet the bills of 
exchange drawn against the cargo, which fall due after the 
termination of the transit, but has not up to the end of the 
transit committed any open act of insolvency, a stoppage in 
transitu by the vendor would be effective (t). 



Article 66. — Against whom the right may he exercised. 

The right of stoppage in transitu exists against the vendee, 
and all persons claiming under him, (with the exception 
stated in Article 67). Thus it avails against a sub-purchaser 
from the vendee, whose title is not founded on indorsement 
and delivery of the bill of lading, or of some other document 
of title, for value, even though he has paid the purchase- 
money to the vendee. For such a sub-sale would only pass 
to the sub-vendee such equitable interest as his immediate 
purchaser could convey and not the legal property in 
the goods, and would not prejudice the unpaid vendor's 
right of stoppage in transitu, which is a right against the 
goods (u). 



(s) The Constantia (1807), 6 Rob. Adm. Rep. at pp. 326, 327 ; Vertue v. Jeujcll 
(1814), 4 Camp. 31 ; Dixon v. Yates (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 313. 

(t) Probably not, on the authorities, though it is submitted that on principle 
the question would be whether the vendee was in fact insolvent on the day of the 
assignment, or end of the transit. In favour of this latter view, see Sir W. Scott, 
in the Constantia (1807), 6 Rob. Adm. Rep. at pp. 326, 327, and Dr. Lushington, 
in The Tigress (1863), B. & L. 38, at p. 44. On the other side, see Lord Blackburn 
in Kemp v. Falk (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. at p. 581, and in Blackburn on Sale (1845), 
p. 266 ; and Mellish, L.J., in Gunn v. Bolchow Vaughan (1875), L. R. 10 Ch. 
at p. 501. 

It seems hard that an indorsee of a bill of lading from a vendee, who knew that 
his indorser, though he had not committed any open act of insolvency, was in fact 
unable to pay his debts, should be held to have acquired any title against the un- 
paid vendor, though some of the above dicta suggest that he would acquire such a 
title. 

(tt) Kemp V. Falk (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. 573. Being such a right, the un- 
paid vendor has no rights against the money receivable under a policy of in- 
surance for damage to goods in transitu : Bemdtson v. Strang (1868), L. R. 
3 Ch. 588. 
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Where, however, a sub-sale has taken place without in- 
dorsement and delivery of a document of title, but the 
sub- vendee has not paid the purohase-money, the Court in 
working out the equitable rights of the parties may direct 
the sub-purchaser to pay the purchase-money to the original 
vendor as a condition of receiving the goofls (a?). 

But if the legal property in the goods has passed out of 
the vendee, either by an effective indorsement and delivery 
of a document of title, or by his obtaining and giving actual 
possession, the vendor will then have no rights against the 
purchase-money unpaid by the sub-vendee (x). 

The unpaid vendor's lien will not override the lien of the 
carrier for his charges on the special goods carried (y), but 
will be preferred to claims on the goods put forward through 
the vendee alone (z) ; e. g,y to a carrier's claim of lien for a 
general balance due from the owner or consignee of the 
goods {y) ; or to any attachment of the goods obtained by a 
creditor of the vendee (a). 

Ca»e 1. — V. sold goods to P., so that the property passed to P., and they 
were shipped, consigned to G. P. endorsed the bills of lading to a bank, as 
security for an advance ^ G. sold the goods ** to arrive " to K. P. then 
became bankrupt, and V. gave notice to the master to stop the goods in 
transitu. K. paid the purchase money to G., but it had not reached P. 
The goods were delivered to K. by the master on the production of receipts 
for the price signed by G. G. paid the purchase money to the bank, who 
after satisfying their own claims (&), paid the balance to P.'s assignees. 
Held, that as the transactions with K., not being accompanied by the trans- 
fer of any document of title, had only passed such equitable interest as P. 
could convey, and not the legal property in the goods, V.'s right of stoppage 
in transitu still existed against the goods, and that, therefore, Y., and not 
P.'s assignees, was entitled to the balance of the purchase money paid by 
K., after satisfying the bank, Y. being in strictness entitled to detain the 
goods themselves against K. after satisfying the bank (c). 

Case 2. — ^Y. sold goods to P., to be shipped/, o. h. at X. P. resold them 



(a?) Kemp v. Falk (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. 573, per Lord Selborne at pp. 577, 
578 ; Lord Blackburn, p. 582. See, however, Lord Fitzgerald's reservation, p. 590 ; 
Ex parte Golding, Davis ^ Co. (1880), L. R. 13 Ch. D. 628. 

(y) Oppenheim v. Russell (1802), 3 B. & P. 42 ; Richardson v. Qoss (1802), 
3 B. &. P. 119. See also Crawshay v. Edes (1823), 2 D. & R. 288 ; Mercantile 
Bank V. Gladstone (1868), L. R. 3 Ex. 233. 

(js) i, e. Such claims as arise not from the carriage of the goods, but from the 
fact that the vendee is their owner. 

(a) Smith v. Qoss (1808), 1 Camp. 282. 

(6) On the authority of In re Westzinthus (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 817, et post. 
Article 67. 

(c) Kemp V. Falk (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. 573. 



128 STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU, 

to G., and took bills of lading, making the goods deliverable to G., bot did 
not forward the bills to G. While the goods were on board ship at X, P. 
stopped payment. Y. served notice on the master, stoppinor the goods in 
transitu* G. had not then paid the sub-purchase money to P. HM^ that 
y. was entitled to be paid his purchase money out of the sums owin£: to 
P. by G. id). 



Article 67. — Effect of indorsement cmd delivery of a Document 

of Title on the right of Stoppage. 

Such an indorsement of the bill of lading, bond fde and 
for valuable consideration, as absolutely passes the property 
in the goods (e), completely defeats the vendor's right of 
stoppage in transitu (/). 

Such an indorsement as acts as a mortgage or pledge of 
the goods (e)y leaves to the vendor the right to stop all the 
property remaining in the vendee. This is a qualified right, 
because it cannot be exercised so as to effect the interests of 
such an indorsee of the bill of lading, without paying him 
off. The vendor can stop the goods on satisfying the claims 
of the mortgagee or pledgee ; or is entitled to receive the 
proceeds of the goods after those claims have been satisfied 
by realization of the goods. He can also in Equity compel 
the vendee's creditor to marshal the securities for his 



(d) Ex parte Golding Davis ^ Co, (1880), L. R. 13 Ch. D. 628. It is sub- 
mitted that this case must be thus limited if it is to stand with the decision in 
Kiftip V. Falky vide supra, and the dicta therein of Lords Selborne and Blackburn. 
But James and Cotton, L. J J., in this case, and the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Folk 
(1880), 14 Gh. D. 446, express themselves in a manner which covers a much 
wider proposition ; vur. that where the absolute property has passed by a sale by 
the vendee to a sub-purchaser, but the sub-purchase money has not been paid, 
the vendor can stop the sub-purchase money, though the property in the goods is 
not in the vendee. The dicta in Kemp v. Falk of Lord Blackburn (p. 582), and 
Lord Selborne (pp. 577, 578), clearly, though not expressly, negative this pro- 
position. The Court of Appeal in Ex parte Falk, recognised the advance 
apparently made in Ex parte Oolding Davis, Bramwell, L. J., saying, " the decision 
was a novelty," but it is submitted that the novelty was only in the obiter dicta, 
and that they cannot be sustained in face of the dicta of the Law Lords in Kemp 
V. Falk, 

(e) See Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 App. C. 74, and Articles 57, 58, 72, 73. For 
cases where no property passed by the indorsement and the unpaid vendor's right 
was not defeated ; see Patten v. Thompson (1816), 5 M. & S. 350, on which see 
the Factors* Act of 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 39) ; The Tigress (1863), B. & L, 38. 

(/) Lickbarrow v. Mason (1794), 1 Smith L. C, 8th ed. p. 753 ; Pease v. Gloc^iec 
(1866), L. R, 1 P. C. 219 ; Kemp v. Canavan (1863), Irish Rep. 15 C. L. 216, in 
which the effect of the Bills of Lading Act on Lickbarrow v. Mason was 
considered. 
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debt, so as if possible to protect his rights as unpaid 
vendor {g). 

The valuable consideration for which the indorsement is 
made may be past, (such as a loan already made, or an exist- 
ing debt,) or present (h). The transaction must also be hon& 
fide^ or without knowledge of facts that would make the bill 
of lading not fairly and honestly assignable, such as an open 
act of insolvency of the consignee or vendee (t), or equities 
affecting the goods (Jc). That the indorsee knows that the 
goods have not been paid for is not sufiScient to prevent the 
indorsement from defeating the right to stop (Q. 

Note, — ^I have not dealt with the difficult questions arising 
under the Factors' Acts, partly because the most important of 
them appear not to concern the shipowner or charterer in any 
way, and partly because proposals for their amendment and 
codification, promoted by the London Chamber of Commerce, 
are now (1886) under consideration. Clause 5 of the Factors* 
Act of 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. o. 39), is specially difficult to con- 
strue. It provides that where any document of title to goods 
(which, I suppose, means a '* document of title," as defined in 
8. 4 of the Act of 1842, (5 & 6 Vict. c. 39), and therefore includes 
delivery orders and dock warrants), has been lawfully indorsed 
or otherwise transferred to any person as a vendee or owner of 
such goods, and such person transfers such docimientby indorse- 
ment or delivery, to a person who takes the same hond fide and 
for valuable consideration, the last-mentioned transfer shall have 
the same effect for defeating any vendor's lien or right of 
stoppage in transiiUy as the transfer of a bill of lading has. 

Apparently, therefore, where B., a vendee to whom the pro- 
perty in goods in transitu has passed, sells them to C, and gives 



(g) Kemp v. Faik (1882X L. R. 7 App. C. 573; Spalding v. Huding (1843), 
6 Beay. 376, 15 L. J. Ch. 374 on appeal ; In re Westzmthus (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
817. See Articles 72, 73. 

(A) Leash t. ScoU (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 376 (C.A.), dissenting from Rodger' 
V. Comptoir d'Escompte de Paris (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 393, which held that a past 
consideration was not sufficient. See also Chartered Bank y. Henderson (1874), 
5 L. R. P. C. 501, where the consideration was forbearance to sue for an existing 
debt ; The Emilien Marie (1875), 44 L. J. Adm. 9. 

(0 Vertue y. Jetoell (1814), 4 Camp. 31 ; Cumings v. Brown (1807), 9 East, 
506; 1 Camp. 104; Salonum y. Nissen (1788); 2 T. R. 674, 681. And see 
Article 65, and note (t) p. 126. 

(k) Such as it was attempted to proye in Henderson y. Comptoir cTEscompte 
(1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 253 ; Chartered Bank y. Henderson ; The EmUien Marie, 
vide supra, 

(f) Cumings y. Brown, vide supra. As to the effect of dealings with the 
goods otherwise than by indorsement and transfer of the bill of fading, see ante. 
Article 59, note 2 ; Article 66. 

K 



130 FACTORff ACTS. 

him a delivery Order, and 0. in turn transfers such deliyeiy 
order to D. for valuable consideration, the transfer from C. to D. 
will defeat the right of stoppage in A., the unpaid vendor. 

But :— (1), apart from the Factors' Acts, a delivery order unac- 
cepted by the dock company or warehouseman has never been 
taken by the Courts of law as a document of title at all, but 
only as "the token of an authority to receive possession": 
Farina v. Some (wi) ; MEwan v. Smith (n) ; Griffiths v. Perry (o) ; 
— (2\ though early in the century mercantile juries seem to have 
considered delivery orders as documents of title, (see Benjamin 
on Sales, 3rd ed., pp. 804, 805), it is believed that at the present 
day delivery orders are not treated by London merchants and 
bankers as " documents of title " at all ; — (3\ before the Act of 
1877 the holder of a delivery order could either (a) present it, 
and obtain the goods, if there was no stop ; (\y) present it, and 
on its being recognized, leave the goods in the hands of the 
warehouseman as his bailee, constructive delivery thus taking 
place; (c), coiQd in addition obtain a '* warrant" from the 
warehouseman, as a document of title to the goods ; but until he 
did one of these things, he acquired no title to the goods : see Jm- 
pericd Bank v. St, Katharine^ a Docks (p) ; LackingtonY. Atherton {q) ; 
and it was expressly laid down in Barber v. Meyerstein (r), that 
until one of these three courses had been taken, the bill of 
lading was the only symbol of the goods that could transfer 
any property in them, but when one of these courses was taken 
the power of the bill of lading was gone : see also Coventry v. 
Gladstone (s\ But the adoption of any one of these three 
courses would also terminate the transit, as the warehouseman 
would then hold as bailee for the vendee or assignee ; conse- 
quently, apart from the Factors' Acts, a delivery order could 
have no effect as a document of title until the transit was deter- 
mined, and therefore dealings with it could have no effect on 
the vendor's right of stoppage in transitu. 

Has, then, clause 5 of the Act of 1877 modified this ? Taken 
literally, it certainly has, but it is difficult to believe that the 
legislature meant to interfere with the position of the bill of 
lading as the only symbol of the goods while in transit. For 
the above reasons, the question, which is a difBcult one, is only 
suggested here. 

Lord Blackburn, in Kemp v. Falk (t\ held that cash receipts 
i.e.y receipts for the price of goods given by the vendee's agents, 
on production of which the carrier delivered the goods, were not 
documents of title within clause 6 of the Act of 1877, whose 
indorsement defeated the vendor*s right to stop; and that if 



(m) (1846), 16 M. & W. 119. (r) (1870) L. R. 4 H. L. at p. 330. 

(n) (1849), 2 H. L. C. 309. (s) (1868) 6 L. R. Eq. 44. 

(o) (1859), 1 E. & E. 680. (t) (1882) L. R. 7 App. C. at pp. 

(p) (1877), L. R. 5 Ch. D. 195. 585, 586. 

(5) (1844), 7 M. & G. 360. 
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they were documents of title, the statute Was " never meant to 
have that effect " ; what effect is not very clear. 

On the general question of delivery orders and warrants, see 
also Merchant Banking Co, v. Phcmix Bessemer Go, (u) ; Gunn v. 
Bolckow Vaughan (x) ; Ooventrff v. Gladstone (y) ; Pool^ v. Great 
Eastern Baihoay (9). 



Article 68.— The Transit. 



The determination of the beginning or end of the transit 
during which the goods may be stopped, involving, as it does, 
questions whether property or possession was intended by 
the parties to pass, must depend on the intention of the 
parties as shown by all the focts of the case (a). 

Thus wrongful or mistaken delivery will not either com- 
mence (6) or end (c) the transit, nor will wrongful refusal to 
deliver by the carrier prevent the transit being considered 
at an end (d). 

The transit commences when the vendor has given up 
possession of the goods in fulfilment of the contract, and 
continues until the goods have reached the hands of the 
vendee, or of one who is his agent to take possession of and 
keep the goods for him at such a place that the goods will 
remain there until a fresh destination is communicated to 
them by orders from the vendee (e). 



(u) (1877) L. R. 5 Ch. 205. 
(«) 1875) L. R. 10 Ch. 491. 
(y) (1868) 6 L. R, Eq. 44. 
(z) (1876) 34 L. T. 637. 

(a) (1877) Per Jeasel, M.R., L. R. 5 Ch. D. 219. 

(b) Ruck y. Hatfield (1822^ 5 B. & Aid. 632, wh«re goods were shipped condi- 
tion&lly on obtaining bills of lading reserving the/tu disponendi to the consignor : 
see also the suggestion in Schotsman y. L, and F. R, Co, (1867), L. R. 2 Ch. 332, 
835, that a vendor would not terminate the transit by shipping goods on a ship in 
ignorance of the ship's being owned by the yendee. 

(c) lAU y. Cowley (1816), 7 Taunt. 169, where the carrier, after notice to stop, 
delivered by mistake to the consignee : see also Loesohman v. WiUiams (1815), 

4 Camp. 181, a case of conditional delivery. 

(d) Bird v. Brown (1850), 4 Ex. 786 ; see also Cowaejee v. Thompaon (1845) ; 

5 Moore P. C. 165, at p. 175, where vendors wrongfully retained a mate's receipt 
for the goods. 

(e) Per Willes, J., in Bolton v. L. and T. R. (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. at p. 439, Lord 
Ellenborongh in Dixon v. Baidwen (1804), 5 East, 175 ; approved by C. A. in Ex 
parte Miles (1885), L. R. 15 Q. B. D. 39, at p. 44. See also Kendall v. Marshall 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356, and Article 69. 

K 2 
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The necessity for stoppage in trarmtu does not arise until 
the vendor loses possession^ as till then bis possession enables 
him to exercise directly bis lien for the unpaid price. 

In some cases the vendor, by giving up possession, may 
also end the transit, as where he delivers goods on board 
the vendee's ship (/), without reserving the jus disponendi 
to himself {g). It makes no difference whether the ship is 
a general ship, or sent specially for the goods (A), or whether 
she is owned by the vendee, or is uader a charter to him 
amounting to a demise {j). 

But delivery of the goods on board a ship chartered by the 
vendee, if the charter does not amount to a demise, will not 
end the transit, unless it clearly appears that such is the in- 
tention of the parties {j). Such an intention will not be 
inferred from the fact that the delivery is/, o, 6., nor from 
the fact that the vendor does not know the ultimate destina- 
tion of the vessel (k). 

Case 1. — ^V. Bold goods to P. and shipped them on board P.'s ship, then 
on the berth as a general ship. Bills of lading were taken, making the 
goods deliverable to P. or assigns. Heldy that such shipment prevented Y. 
from stopping in transitu (Z). 

Case 2. — ^V. sold clay to r. deliverable /. o. h. at X. It was shipped at 
X. on a ship chartered by P. V. did not know the ship's destination : no 
bills of lading were taken, nor did P. give an acceptance for the price. 
HeMy that the clay was in the possession of the master of the shiip as 
carrier, and that V. could therefore stop it during the voyage, on P.'s in- 
solvency (k), 

(/) Schotmann v. L, and Y, R, Co. (1867), L. R. 2 Ch. 332 ; Merchant Ship- 
ping Co. V. FhcBnix Bessemer Co. (1877), L. R. 5 Ch. D. 205, at p. 219 ; Van Casteel 
V. Booker (1848), 2 Ex. 691 

(jg) Vide ante. Article 61. 

(A) Schotsmann v. X. and T. B. Co., vide supra, at pp. 336, 337, distinguishing 
Mitchel y. Ede (1840), 11 Ad. & £. 888. 

(t) Fowler v. M'Taggart (1801), cited at 1 East, 522. 

0) Bemdtson v. Strang (1868), L. R. 4 Eq., 481 ; 3 Ch. 588 ; Moakes v. 
Ificholson (1865), 19 C. B. N. S. 290; Bohtlingk v. Inglis (1803), 3 East, 381 ; 
Thompson v. Trail (1826), 2 C. & ?. 334 ; Inglis v. Ushencood (1801), 1 East, 
515,48 explained by the same Coart in Bohtlingk y. Inglis, vide supra, at p. 398, 
b not contrary to the text. 

(*) Ex parte Bosevear China Clay Co. (1879), L. R. 11 Ch. D. 560, and see 
note (f), sub. 

(0 Schotsmann v. L, and T. B. Co. (1867), L. R. 2 Ch. 332. 
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Article 69. — When the Transit ends. 

The transit may be ended : — 
I. By delivery to the vendee or his agents. 

n. By delivery to a forwarding agent (m). 

III. By mutual agreement between vendor and carrier (m). 

1. By actual delivery to the vendee or his agents (n), even 
before the original place of destination (o). What circum- 
stances amount to delivery of the goods will depend on the 
intention of the parties concerned (jp). 

The delivery of part of the goods operates as a construc- 
tive delivery of the whole, only in cases where the delivery 
takes place in the course of delivery of the whole, as where 
an essential part of a machine packed in parts is delivered 
to the consignee {q), in which case the taking possession 
of such a part by the buyer would be the acceptance 
of constructive possession of the whole (r). The burden 



(m) These two classes are really special kinds of agents for the vendee. 

(n) Willes, J., in Bolton v. X. ^ Y. R. Co, (18d6), L. R. 1 C. P. at p. 439 : such 
delivery may be at the vendee's own warehouse, or at a place which he uses as his 
own, for the deposit of goods, though belonging to another : Scott v. Pettit (1803), 
3 B. & P. 469 ; Rowe v. Pickford (1817), 8 Taunt. 83 ; per Parke, B., in James v. 
Griffin (18J7), 2 M. & W., at p. 633. 

(o) X. ^ xV. W. R, V. Bartlett (1861), 7 H. & N. 400. The dictum of James, L.J., 
in Ex parte Watson (1877), L. R. 5 Oh. D. 43, that, where the contract is to send 
goods to a place Z., *' if the vendor found out that the goods were going to be 
diverted from the ship bound to Z. he would be entitled to obtain an injunction 
to prevent such diversion," is not inconsistent with this, as delivery after notice 
to stop in transitu would not be effectual in any case, while delivery before notice 
to Stop, though short of Z., would be effectual, in spite of any injunction. Sembley 
that if the vendee acquires possession against the carrier's will, such possession b 
not effectual to deprive the vendor of his rii'hts. (See Blackburn on Sales, 1st ed. 
p. 259 ; Bird v. Brown (1850), 4 Ex. 786, and cases, Article 68, and note to 
section 3 of this Article. Per contra^ Parke, B., in Whitehead v. Anderson (1842), 
9 M. & W. 518, at p. 534.) 

(jfi) See cases on constructive delivery summarised in Benjamin on Sales, 3rd ed. 
pp. 10*5, 785, 847. 

(g) Ex parte Cooper (1873), 11 Ch. D. 68, per Cotton, L J., at p. 75. 

(r) Ex parte Cooper (1879), 11 Ch. D. 6-, approving Willes, J., at L. R. 1 C. P. 
440. Cases where part delivery has been held to give constructive delivery of the 
whole, are Tanner v. Scoteil (1845), 14 M. & W. 28 ; Slubey v. Heyward (1795), 
2 H. Bl. 504 ; Hammond v. Anderson (1803), 1 B. & P. N. R. 69 ; J(mes v. Jones 
(1841), 8 M. & W. 481, which were criticised in Ex parte Cooper^ vide supra, 
at p. 77, and Ex parte Falk (1880), 14 Ch. D. at p. 455 and 7 App. C. 573, 579, 
586. See also Wentworth v. Outhwaite (1842), 10 M. & W. 436 ; Whitehead 
V. Anderson (1842), 9 M. & W. 518; Dixon v. Yates (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 313, 
339. 
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of proving sacli constractiye deliyery is on those who 
assert it (s). 

Ccue. — ^V. shipped 100 tons of iron castings to P. on a ship chartered byY. 
under a bill of laaing to P. and assigns. On arrival thirty tons had been de- 
livered to P., who had paid part of the freight. V. then stopp^ in transits 
Hddy the notice was good as to that part of the cargo not delivered («). 

2. Delivery of goods to a forwarding agent will or will not 
end the transit, according as the forwarding agent receives 
them as agent for the vendee or as carrier. The chief test 
of his character is whether he receives the instructions 
necessary for forwarding from the vendee or vendor (t). 

ThnSy if the vendor from the contract of sale, or from in- 
structions from the vendee, can give no further directions as 
to the destination of the goods, and they will therefore 
remain with the forwarding agent, unless and until he has 
received instructions from the vendee, such an agent will 
receive the goods as agent for the vendee, and on his 
receiving them the transit will be at an end (u). 

If, on the other hand, the vendor can and does give such 
instructions, as where the contract provides for such further 
transit, the transit will not end on delivery to the forward- 
ing agent, though the particular ship in which the transit is 
to be made is ordered by the vendee, for in this case the 
forwarding agent receives the goods as carrier (x). 

(s) Ex parte Cooper, vide supra ; one reason given by the Court, that constmo- 
tive delivery would involve the master's abandonment of his lien for the balance of 
the freight, appears inconsistent with Allan v. Gripper (183'i), 2 C. & J. 218, in 
which it was held that the existence of the carrier's lien was not inconsistent with 
his holding as the vendee's agent, though the transit was at an end. 

(i) Kendall v. Marshall (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356. See also a note by Mr. A. 
Cohen, Q.C., in * Law Quarterly Review,' Oct. 1885. The test may be put other- 
wise : '* Is the transit prescribed by the vendor over ? if so the right to stop is 
g( ne, though further transit takes place prescribed by the vendee." But Ex parte 
Eosevear China Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 56U (Art. 68, Case 2), shews that sometimes 
the Tender may be unable to ** prescribe the transit," and yet retain his right to 
stop. It is easy to distinguish the facts of this case from others, but hard to see 
the principle of distinction between them. The test is also subject to this, that 
if the vendee gets the goods by consent of the carrier before the prescribed transit 
is over, the right is gone. See this point discussed by Bowen, L.J., in Kendall v. 
Marahall, vide svpra, at p. 369. 

(u) Ex parte Miles (1885), 15 Q.B. D. 39, affirming Dixon v. Baldioen (1804^ 
5 East, 175; Eowe v. Pickford (1817), 8 Taunt. 83; Ex parte Qitbes (1875), 
L. R. 1 Ch. D. 101 ; Leeds v. Wright (1803), 3 B. & P. 320. 

(jc) Ex parte Watson (1877), 5 Ch. D. 35, as explained in Ex parte Miles 
(1885), 15 Q. B. D. at pp. 46, 47 ; Kendall v. Marshall (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356; 
Rodger Y. Comptoird'Escompte (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 393 ; Valpy v. Gibson (1847), 
4 C. B. 837 ; Nicholls v, Le Feuvre (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 81; Coates v. Eailton 
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Case 1. — ^y. flold goods to P. in London, P. being employed as commis- 

sion agent by G. in Jamaica. P. ordered the goods of V. " for the mark 

!EI. M. Kingston, Jamaica." Y. knew from previous dealings that this 

XEiark was used by G. P. instructed Y. to pack the goods, mark them 

^v^th the above mark, and forward them to Q. at Southampton for shipment 

"by the 8. V. forwarded to Q., adding ** please forward as directed : " V. 

sent particulars of mark, &c., of goods, leaving columns for '' consignee ** 

and " destination " blank. After this P. wrote to Q. instructing him as to 

consignee, G., and destination *' Kingston, Jamaica." The goods were 

sliipped under bills of lading describing P. as consignor. P. afterwards &i!ed. 

Sddj that Y.'s right to stop had ceased when the goods reached Q. (y). 

Case 2. — Y. agreed with r. to sell him goods, drawing bills on him for 
%l)e price, and shipping them to G. at Z. Y. packed the goods, and 
forwarded them to London in bales marked Z., and addressed to the 8.^ 
& ship named by P., and bound for Z. The railway company advised 
P. of the arrival of the goods in London, and that '* they remained at his 
order, and were held by the company as warehousemen at his risk," adding 
** will be sent to the /S." They were so sent and shipped. Edd^ that the 
transit lasted till the arrival of the goods at Z., ana Y. could therefore 
stop in transitu at any time before such arrival (z). 

Case 3. — ^Y. sold goods to P., P. saying nothing about their destination. 
P. resold to K., and arranged with K. that the goods should be forwarded 
to Z. by steamer from X. P. then directed Y. to send the goods to K. at 
X. Y. did so, and the railway company gave K. notice that they held the 
goods as his warehousemen. EM, that Y.'s right to stop m tia/nsitu was 
at an end (a). 

3. The transit may be ended by agreement (6) between 
the carrier, wharfinger, or forwarding agent on the one hand, 
and the consignee on the other, that the former shall hold 
the goods not as carrier but as vendee's agent (c). The fact 
that the carrier still claims a lien on the goods will not pre- 
vent his holding as vendee's agent, so as to bar the vendor's 
right of stoppage (d). 

Note. — There must be a mutual understanding; thus, the 
intention of the carrier alone, not assented to by the consignee, 
will not suffice (e). Nor will the demand of the vendee if not 
assented to by the carrier (/), provided such refusal to deliver 

(1827), 6 B. & C. 422, (doubted by Brett, L.J., 11 Q. B. D. at p. 366) ; Smith v. Oosa 
(1808), 1 Camp. 282 ; James r. Griffin (1837), 2 M. & W., per Parke, B., at p. 633. 

(y) Sx parte Miles (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 39. 

(«) Hx parte Watson (1877% 6 Ch. D. 35. 

(a) Kendall v. MarshaU (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356. 

(6) James v. Griffin^ vide supra; Bolton y. X. and 7. Railway (1866), L. R. 
1 C. P. 431 ; Ex parte Barrow (1877), L. R. 6 Ch. D. 783. 

(c) James r. QHffin (1837), 2 M. & W. 623 ; Ex parte Oouda (1872), 
20 W. R. 981. 

(d) Allan v. Oripper (1832), 2 C. & J. 218; Kemp v. Falk (1882), 7 App. C. 
at p. 584. 

(e) Edwards v. Brewer (1837), 2 M. & W. 375. 

(f) Jackson V. Xichol (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 508 ; Coventry v. Gladstone (1868), 
L. R. 6 Eq. 44. 
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ia not wrongful (^). Qiteere^ whether the transit conld be so 
ended during the voyage by agreement between carrier and 
consignee. It could be by actual delivery to the consignee; 
why not by the agreement of the carrier to hold as the vendee's 
agent? Yet this would seriously affect the vendor's rights. 

C<ue 1. — Y. sold oil to P. and forwarded it by carrier to Z. On its 
arrival at Z. the carrier gave notice to P., who signed for it in the carrier s 
books. Edd, that the transit was over (K). 

Case 2. — ^V. sold goods to P., who liveid at Z., and forwarded the goods 
to Z. by steamer. On arriving, the steamer was discharged into B.'s ware- 
house. B. was agent of the steamer, and usually held such goods at the 
risk and subject to the orders of the coDsignee. In this case he had no 
orders, as P., being bankrupt, had absconded before the arrival of the goods. 
y. gave P. notice to stop the goods. Held, that the transit was not ended by 
delivery of the goods to B., who could not be P.'s agent without authority 
from P. (t). 

Case 3. — V. sold goods to P., and forwarded them by shipi P. pledged 
the bill of lading to 1. and became bankrupt. When the ship reached the 
Thames, I. paid the freight to the brokers, and obtained an overside order 
for delivery. On presenting this at the ship, before she began to unload 
I. was told that he should have the goods as soon as they could be got 
at. Before imloading began, Y. slopped the goods, hdd, that the transit 
was not ended by L's transactions, and that Y. was entitled to stop (/). 



Article 70. — Notice to stop, how given. 

Notice to stop in transitUy to be effective, must be given 
either to the person holding the goods (as the captain of the 
ship or the warehouseman), \^hile the goods are still in 
transitu, or to the shipowner or principal, whose servant 
has the custody of the goods, in such a time that he can by 
reasonable diligence forward it to his servant in time to 
prevent delivery ; and it is his duty hO to forward it {h). 

ig) Bird v. Brown (1850), 4 Ex. 786. 

(A) Ux parte Qouda (1872), 20 W. R. 981. 

(i) Ex parte Barrow (1877), 6 Ch. D. 783. 

O) Coventry v. Gladstone (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 44. 

(k) Whitehead Y, Anderson (1842), 9 M. & W. at p. 534; Kemp v. Falk (1882), 
L. R. 7 App. C. at p. 585 ; per Lord Blackburn, who suggests that his view is at 
variance with that expressed by Bramwell, L. J., in the Court below ; {Ex parte 
Falk, 14 Ch. D., at p. 455), who said " I cannot think that any duty was imposed 
on the shipowners at L. to stop the goods ; it would be monstrous to hold that the 
telling someone else to stop the goods amounts to a stoppage in transitu.** The 
first sentence is contrary to Whitehead v. Anderson (at p. 534). But the last 
sentence is clearly right, as notice to the shipowner, not reaching the captain, could 
not prevent the consignee from obtaining the goods, the vendor's remedy being 
against the shipowner. Litt v. Cowley (1816), 7 Taunt. 169. seems to decide 
lurther that delivery by an agent, who through mistake or neglect of his principal 
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Semble, that delivery by mistake after such a notice is 
received by the person in whose possession the goods are, 
will be ineffectnal to rob the vendor of his remedy against 
tlie carrier (I). 



Article 71. — Master^s duty on receiving Notice. 

It is incumbent on the master to give effect to a claim to 
stop m transitu by delivery of the goods to the vendor, 
and not merely by abstaining from delivery to the vendee, 
as soon as he is satisfied that the claim is made by the 
vendor, unless he is aware of an answer in law to such 
claim (m). He can protect himself by an indemnity from 
the person to whom he delivers, or in case of a double claim 
can interplead. 

Article 72. — Indorsement of Bill of Lading as a Mortgage. 

The effect of indorsement of a bill of lading may be to 
shew an intention to pass, and to pass, the legal estate in the 
goods to the indorsee as security by way of mortgage for an 
advance, leaving the indorser an equitable right to redeem 
them (n). 

Article 73. — Indorsement of Bill of Lading as a Pledge. 

The indorsement may h xve the effect of giving the in- 
dorsee an equitable interest as security by way of pledge for 

has not been informed of a notice to stop duly given to the principal, does not 
prevent the vendor from maintaining trover against the vendee, but as the case 
proceeds on the view now abandoned, that notice to stop rescinds the contract, this 
position can hardly now be justified. It seems therefore, that in such cases the 
remedy is against the carrier only ; for the vendor cannot claim the property, 
which has passed, or his lien, which has been lost, or possession, which has been 
abandoned. From this point of view see Sfiort v. Simpson (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 
248, at p. 255. For an ineffectual notice to stop, see Phelps v. Comber (1885), 
29 Ch. D. 813. 

(/) Litt V. Cowley (1816), 7 Taunt. 169 ; Short v Simpson, vide supra, 

(to) The Tigress (1863), 32 L. J. Adm. at pp. 101, 102. 

(n) Setoelt v. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74. There seems to be very 
little if any difference in the practical effect of these two transactions, but only 
in the method in which substantially the same rights shall be enforced, whether 
at £quity or Common Law : (^per Lord Blackbuni, 10 App. C. 92). It is doubtful 
whether any one of the ordinary fomus of mercantile dealings with bills of lading 
amounts to a mortgage. 
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an advance^ accompanied by a power to obtain delivery of 
the goods when they arrive^ and if necessary to realise them 
for the purpose of the security (o). 

An indorsement of bills of lading in blank, and their de- 
posit so indorsed by way of security for money advanced (p), 
without more, will be held to be a pledge (o). 

Note. — It is impossible to state with any confidence what 
dealings with a bill of lading will amount to a mortgage as dis- 
tinguished from a pledge. Probably none of the ordinary com- 
mercial dealings with bills of lading amount to mortgages, and 
the difference between mortgages and pledges is immaterial 
from a commercial point of view, as it lies chiefly in the exact 
legal remedies for enforcing the security. 

Ccue. — ^F. shipped goods to Z. on A.'s ship, taking a bill of lading, 
making the goods deliverable to F. or assigns. F. indorsed the bill in 
blank, and deposited it with I. as security for an advance. 1. never claimed 
the goods under the bill of lading. Edd, that the transaction amounted to 
a pledge of the goods represented by the bill of lading (o). 



Article 74. — Ineffectual JndorsemetUs (q). 

An indorsement of the biU of lading may pass no property 
to the indorsee, as : — 

(1.) where the indorser has no property to pass (r), 
having, e.g., already indorsed one part of the bill of lading 
so as to pass the property (s) ; 

(2.) or where there is no consideration for the indorse- 
ment (t) ; 

(3.) or where the circumstances show that no property was 
intended to pass, as in the case of an indorsement to an 
agent to enable him to sell, or to stop in transitu (u) ; 



(o) SeweU v. Burdick, amte, note (n). 

(j>) It will require the stamp suitable for a pledge, and not for a mortgage : 
Harris v. Birch, 9 M. & W. 591 (1842). 

(q) This article must be read subject to the provisions of the Factors* Acts, 
which it is beyond the province of this work to deal with. 

(r) Finiay v. Liverpool 8S, Co. (1870), 23 L. T. 251, at p. 255 ; Oumey v. 
Behrend (1854), 3 E. & B. at p. 634. 

<s) Barber v. Meyerstein (1870), L. R. 4 H. L. 317. 

(0 Per Lord Selbome, 10 App. C. 80 ; Waring v. Cox (1808), 1 Camp. 369. 

(tt) Waring v. Cox, vide supra ; Fatten v. Thompson (1816), 5 M. & S. (350) ; 
Tucker v. Humphrey (1828), 4 Bing. 516. 
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(4.) or where the indorsee knows of facts which prevent 
the indorsement from being effective (v), as the open insol- 
vency of a consignee who has not paid the price of the 
goods (xy 

But where the indorser has the property, even though 
such property has been obtained by fraud, an indorsement 
for Taluable consideration to a bond fide indorsee, before the 
original owner or indorser has obtained a legal rescission of 
the transfer, will pass the property (tf). 

Case 1. — Goods consigned to P. were in coarse of transit landed at a 
sufferance wbarf on the Thames, subject to a stop for freight by A., and to 
a stop for advance by I., a mortgagee on security of a set of three bills of 
lading. P. obtained from E. a loan, with which he redeemed the bills from 
I. and indorsed two to E. as security for his advance. P. obtained another 
advance from M., to whom he indorsed the third bill. With this advance 
the stop for freight was removed, and M. obtained the goods from the suffer- 
ance wharf on production of his indorsed bill. BM, that the property in 
the goods having passed to E. by the first indorsement, the second oon- 
ferr^ no property on M., and K. could recover from him the goods or 
their value (z). 

Case 2. — ^Y. shipped to P. oilcake, sending the bill of lading to V.'s 
agent, W., with instructions not to part with it " without first receiving 
payment." P. gave W. a bill of exchange accepted by E., and promised 
immediate payment in cash, on which W. delivered to P. the indorsed bill 
of lading. P. indorsed the bill of lading to I., who took it bond fide and 
for value. P. and E. then became bankrupt, without paying W. Held, 
that though P. had obtained the bill of lading by fraud, he could transfer 
the property in the goods by its indorsement to I., a bond fide holder for 
value (a). 



Article 75. — Effects of Indorsement under the Bills of Lading 

Act, 1855 (6). 

Such an indorsement of the bill of lading as passes to the 
indorsee the property, whether legal or equitable, (c), in the 

(r) Dick V. Lumaden (1793), Peake, 189 ; Cfuming v. Brown (1807), 1 C3amp. 
104 ; Gilbert v. Guignon, (1872), L. R. 8 Ch. 16. 

(«) Fui^ Article 65. 

(y) Pease v. Gloahec (1866), L. R. 1 P.C. 219 ; The Argentina (1867), L. R. 
1 Adm. 370. 

(«) Barber v. Meyerstein (1870), L. R. 4 H. L. 317. 

(a) The Argentina (1867), L. R. 1 Adm. 370. 

(6) 18 & 19 Vict, c 111, s. 1, see Appendix III. Until this Act was passed, 

the indorsement of a bill of lading would not affect the contract evidenced in it, and 

the indorsee coald not sue or bo sued on such contract, though he was the person 

' really interested in the goods, the subject of the contract : Thompson v. Dominy 

(1845), 14 M. & W. 403 ; Howard v. Shepherd (1850), 9 C. B. 297. 

(c) 8eu:eH v. Burdick (1884), 10 App. C. at pp. 85, 95. 
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goods, also vests in him all the rights and liabilities arising 
in respect of such goods from the contract evidenced in the 
biU of hiding {d). 

He may lose sucb rights and liabilities by such a farther 
indorsement of the bill of lading aa divests him of the pro- 
perty («). 

An indorsee of a bill of lading as security for an advance, 
whether the transaction amounts to a pledge (/), or, sembley 
to a mortgage (g\ does not become h'able under the contract 
evidenced in the bill of lading, until be completes his in- 
choate title by taking possession of the goods under the bill 
so indorsed (/). 

Such a vesting of rights and liabilities by indorsement of 
a bill of lading does not in any way a£fect the shipowner's 
right against the original shipper or owner of the goods for 
the freight (A), or the liability of the consignee or indorsee 
by reason of his being such consignee or indorsee or of his 
receiving the goods in consequence of such consignment or 
indorsement, or any right of stoppage in transitu (i). 

Case, — F. shipped goods to Z. on A.'s ship, taking a bill of lading, 
making the goods deliverable to F. or assigns, freight payable at Z. F. 
pledged the bills as security for an advance by indorsing them in blank, 
and depositing them so indorsed with I. F. did not claim the goods at Z., 
and they were sold by the authorities there to pay custom-house charges. 



(d) If the indorsee proves that the immediate indorsement to him was for 
valnable consideration, he need not also prove that the indorsement to his indorser 
was for valae, in the absence of any evidence of fraud or other circumstances in- 
validating the indorsement : Dracachi v. Anglo-Egyptian Navigation Co, (1868), 
L. R. 3 C. P. 190. 

{e) Smurthwaite v. Wilkins (1862), 11 C. B., N. S. 842 ; but see Corlett v. Gordon 
(1813), 3 Camp, 472 ; Lewis v. McKee (1868), L. R. 4 Ex. 58. Though the in- 
dorsee has agreed to resell the property, if the bill of lading is still an effective 
instrument he will not lose his rights and liabilities under it, till he has reindorsed 
it so as to pass the property : The Felix (1868), 2 L. R Adm. 273. Fotoler v. 
Knoop (1879), L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 299. 

(y5 Seicell V. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74, per Lord Selbome, at pp. 88, 
89, explaining The Freed. m (1871), L. R. 3 P. C. 594 ; The J'Sglia Maggiore (1868), 
L. R. 2 Adm. 106. See also Allen v. Coltart (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 782, at pp. 784, 
785. 

(g) Per Lord Blackburn, 10 App. C. at pp. 96, 97. 

(A) Fox V. Nott (1861), 6 H. & N. 630, where the bill was indorsed to the ship- 
owner himself: Short v. Simpson (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 248. 

(i) 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill, s. 2. An indorsement of a bill of lading has by this 
Act no further effect on the right of stoppage than it would have hiui before the 
Act. 
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I. took no steps to obtain the goods. A. sued I. for freight as indorsee of 
the bill of lading. Edd, that as I. had taken no steps to complete his 
title by claimiog the goods tinder the bill of lading, he was not liable on 
tbe contract evidenced in it (Jc). 



Article 76. — Positian of Indorsee. 

The lawful holder of a bill of lading, in whom the pro- 
perty in the goods is vested, may by indorsement transfer a 
right greater than he himself has; for he transfers his 
position under the contract evidenced in the bill of lading, 
but does not transfer any other rights or liabilities which 
may be vested in him against or to the shipowner, charterer, 
or original shipper, unless the indorsee has notice of such 
rights and liabilities (Z). 

Case. — C. chartered a ship from A. and shipped goods in it, receiving a 
bill of lading from the master. C. saw the method of stowage and did not 
object to it. C. indorsed the bill to I. The goods were damaged by the 
method of stowage. I. sued A. on the contract in the bill of lading. 
Held^ that I. was not affected either by C.'s position under the charter or 
by C.'s knowledge of the method of stowage (m). 



Article 77. — Effects of the Indorsement of the Bill of Lading 
wader the Admiralty Jtmsdiction Act, 1861 (n), and 
Parties tmder that Act, 

In any case where goods are carried into any port in 
England and Wales in any ship (o), and at the time of the 

(k) Sevoell T. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74. See also FovoUr v. Knoop 
(1879), L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 299. 

(0 Rodger v. Comptoir de Esccmpte de Paris (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 393. The 
ffelene (1865), B. & L. at p. 424 ; 27ie Emilien Marie (1875), 44 L. J. Adm. 9 ; 
Jenkyns v. Upborne (1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 523. 

The ordinary case of defeat of stoppage in transitu by indorsement to a bond 
fide holder falls under this principle. 

(m) The Ifelene, vide supra. 

(n) 24 Vict. c. 10, s. 6. See Appendix III. 

(o) The ship carrying must be the ship doing the wrong : thus where damaged 
goods were transhipped, and the second ship came to England, she was not held 
liable for the fault of the first ship, and the first ship when afterwards she came 
to England was held not liable, as not having carried the goods to England : 27ie 
Ironsides (1862), Lush. 458. But the ship may be liable, though she does not 
carry the goods into port, as in cases of short delivery : The Danzig (1863), 
B. & L. 102. It will be sufficient that the ship shall come into such a port in the 
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ingtitntion of the cause no owner or part-owner (|?) of the 
ship is domiciled in England or Wales, claims {q) in rem 
can be made against such ship in the Admiralty Conrt, as 
follows : — 
L Claims on contract (r). 

1. Every indorsee of a bill of lading to whom the property 
in the goods shipped under the bill of lading shall have 
passed so as to transfer to him the contractual rights and 
liabilities under the bill of lading, in virtue of the Bills of 
Lading Act, 1855, may sue for breach of such a contract. 

Thus an indorsee to whom the whole property, legal or 
equitable, has passed, or a mortgagee or pledgee of the bill of 
lading who has completed his title by taking possession of the 
goods under the bill of lading, may so sue (s) ; a mortgagee 
or pledgee who has not so completed his title (^), or a bare 
assignee of the bill of lading («) to whom no property has 
passed, cannot so sue on the contract. 

2. A consignee named in the bill of lading, to whom the 

course of her voyage, though the goods are not to be delivered there : The Pieoe 
8upenore(}B74), L. R. 5 P. C. 482, at p. 491. See also The Bahia (1863), B. & L. 
61 ; The Patria (1871), L. R. 3 A. & £. at p. 459. When she has once been in 
snch a port, the jurisdiction of the Admiralty in respect of that voyage vests, and 
the claim can be enforced against the ship on her entering an English port in any 
subsequent voyage ; but as the claim does not give a maritime lien, such arrest 
will not avail against any valid charges on the ship, nor against any bond fide 
purchaser : l^e Fieve Superioref vide supra. The damage must be done on the 
homeward voyage ; there will be no claim for damage on the outward voyage to 
goods delivered abroad : The Kasan (1863), B. & L. 1. 

(p) This will include a charterer, if the charter amounts to a demise, but not 
otherwise : The St. Cloud (1863), B. & L. 4. 

(q) The claims must arise independently of the Admiralty Jurisdiction Act : 
The St. Cloud (1863), B. & L. at p. 18 ; The Figlia Maggiore (1S6S), 2 L. B. Adm. 
at p. 110, approved by Lord Selbome, 10 App. C. at p. 88 ; e,g., if the claim could 
not have been made against an English owner before the Act, it cannot be made 
against a foreign owner by virtue of the Act The Admiralty Court cannot 
consider a set-off for freight claimed by the shipowner : The Z^on^ranotsoo (1862), 

Lush. 468. 

(r) The " contract'^ in the Act refers to the contract in the bill of lading : The 
Pieve Superiore (1874), L. R. 5 P. C. at p. 491. 

(s) Figlia Maggv>re (1868), 2 L. R. Adm. 106 ; The Freedom (1871), 3 L. R. 
P. C. 594, discussed by Lord Selborne in 10 App. C. at pp. 88, 89. Such right to 
sue in contract continues until the contractus! rights have been lost by such a 
reindorsement as passes the property, though there is an agreement to sell, which 
may give an interest to the vendee to sue in tort : The Felix (1868), 2 L. R. 
Adm. 273 ; The Marathon (1879), 40 L. T. 163. See Article 75. 

(t) Because he has not yet acquired contractual rights under the Bills of 
Lading Act, 1855 : Sewell v. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74; and therefore 
has apart from this statute no legal claim against the shipowner. Article 75. 

(tt) The St. Cloud (1865), B. & L. 4. Article 74. 
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property in the goods has passed by sach consignment, may 
a.l8o sue on the contract, as he has nnder the Bills of Lading 
A.ct contractual rights under the bill of lading {x). A con- 
signee to whom the property in the goods has not passed 
\yj such consignment, or a consignee not named in the bill 
of lading (y) may not sne on the contract, nnless he takes a 
Initio by indorsement of the bill as above (0). 
II. In Tort (a). 

1. Every indorsee of the bill of lading, to whom a pro- 
perty as against the indorser, though it may not be the 
mrhole property, has passed, may so sue in tort. Thus a 
mortgagee or pledgee, who has not yet completed his title 
by taking possession of the goods, may sue in tort (b). A 
bare assignee, having no property in the goods, cannot sue 
in tort (c). 

2. A consignee to whom the, or any, property in the goods 
has passed, may sue in tort (d). A consignee to whom no 
property in the goods has passed cannot so sue (e). 

Note. — The above statement, it is believed, reconciles all the 
cases, with the exception of dicta in The Nepoter (cf), suggesting 
that the Admiralty Act intended to give every consignee or 
assignee of a bill of lading a capacity to sue. These dicta were 
unnecessary, as the plaintiff there being '* consignees named in 
the bill of lading " had contractual rights under the Act of 1855, 
and also had, as Sir B. PhUlimore held, a, though not the^ pro- 
perty in the goods, which would enable them to sue in tort. 

The Act of 1861 gives those who have a lawful claim in per- 
sonam against the shipowner, which fails owing to his absence 



(a?) 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill, s. 1 : The Nepoter (1869), 2 L. R. Adm. 375, see also 
Fowler y. Knoop (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 299 : where the consignee named in the bill 
of lading, who had sold the cargo, but not assigned the bill of lading, was held 
entitled to sue. 

(y) Thus in a bill deliverable '' to shipper or order," the consignee ordered would 
be a consignee not named in the bill of lading. 

(js) See note (6), Article 75. 

(a) ^ Brea9h of duty " of the master will include a refusal to deliver to a vendo^ 
who has stopped in transitu : The Tigress (1863), B. & L. 38 ; and a refusal by 
the master to give the holder of the bill of lading the particulars necessary to 
compute his liability for freight and general average contribution : The Norway 
(1864), B. & L. 226 ; but not a refusal, though improper, to insert certain 
particulars in his protest : The Santa Anna (1863), 32 L. J. Adm. 198. 

(6) Though he cannot sue on the contract : Figlia Maggiore (1868), 2 L. B. 
Adm. 106 ; per Lord Blackburn, 10 App. C. pp. 94, 95. 

(c) St. Cloud (1863), B. & L. 4, and per Lord Blackburn, 10 App. C. p. 94. 

(d) The Nepoter (1869), 2 L. R. Adm. 375. 
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from the oonntry, an auxiliary remedy in rem against tlie ship, 
which is present in the conntry. But, as was held by Dr. Litish- 
ington in The St. Cloud (e), and by Sir E. Phillimore in The 
Figlia Maggiore (f\ and approved by Lord Selbome in SeweH v. 
Burdick (g ), the claim mnst arise in law independently of the Act 
of 1861, which gave a new remedy, not a new primary xight. 
Who then could sue before 1861 ? Aiyone who had a proprietary 
interest in the goods oonld sne in tort. A party to the bill of 
lading or a consignee named in it, or an indorsee who acquired the 
property in the ^oods by the indorsement could sne in contract. 
But those who had no property could sue neither in contract 
nor in tort. Those who had a property, but not the property 
under the Act of 1855, could sue in tort but not in contract. 
A bare assignee had neither property nor contractual rights, 
and, thus, apart from the Act of 1861, could not sue at all ; it 
is, therefore, submitted that Sir B. Fhillimore's obiter dicta 
to the contrary are inaccurate. 

To obtain this result it is not necessary to read '^ assignee ^ 
in the Act of 1861 as " assignee to whom the property shall 
pass," a process which Dr. Lushington was doubtful about in 
The St. Chud (e), and Lord Blackburn condemned in SeweU v. 
Burdick (g). For " claim by an assignee " means " lawful claim," 
and a bare assignee before the Act of 1861 could make no lawfal 
claim. 



(e) St Cloud, ante, p. 143, note (c). 

(/) See note (6), ante, p. 143. 

(J) (1884) L. R. 10 App. C. 74, at p. 94. 
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SECTION VI. 

Ijiabilitt of Shipowneb fob Loss of, ob Damage to. 

Goods gabbied. 

Article 78. — Liability of Shipowner in absence ofexprees 

StipukUiona, 

In the absence of express stipulations in the contract of 
affreightment, all shipowners who are common carriers, (ue. 
who offer their ships as general ships for the transit of the 
goods of any shipper), are liable for any damage to such 
goods in transit, unless caused by the act of God or the 
Queen's enemies or the vice of the goods themselves (a). 

QtMerey whether a shipowner who is not a common carrier 
has the same liability as a common carrier (b), or is only 
liable as a bailee for the exercise of due care and dili- 
gence (c). 

All shipowners who contract to carry goods undertake 
absolutely, in the absence of express provisions negativing 
such undertaking, that their ship is seaworthy at the begin- 
ning of the voyage (d), that they will proceed on the voyage 
with reasonable despatch (e) and without unnecessary 
deviation (/). 

(a) Mgent v. Smith (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 19,422 ; Liver Alkali Co, v. John- 
son (1874), L. R. 9 Ex. 338. See Articles 80, 81. 

(6) Per Brett, M. R., in Nugent v. Smith (1876), L. R. 1 C. P, D., at p. 33, and 
Liver Co. v. Johnson (1874), L. R. 9 Ex., at p. 344. 

(c) Per Cockbum, C. J., in Nugent v. Smith, vide supra, at pp. 434, 438. See 
also per Willes, J., in Notara v. Henderson (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B., at p. 236 ; 
GrSl T. General Colliery Co. (1866), L. R. 1 C. P., at p. 612. If he has the 
liability of a carrier he will be liable for the negligence of persons other than 
himself or his agents, such as damage by collision where the other ship is negli- 
gent ; Woodley v. Michel (1883), L, R. 11 Q. B. D. 47. If he has only the liability 
of a bailee he will be free where he can prove that he and his servants have exer- 
cised reasonable care and diligence. 

(d) Steel V. State Line (1878), L. R. 3 App. C. 72, and Article 29. 

(e) See Art. 30. 

If) See Arts. 99, 100. 

L 
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Note. — In tiie law as thus stated there are two disputed 
points: — 

(1.) Whether the owner of a ship or lighter hired to carry a 
specific cargo on a particular voyage, as distinguished from a 
general ship plying habitually between particular ports and 
carrying the goods of all comers, is a common carrier, and 
therefore liable in the absence of express stipulation for all 
damage resulting in transit, unless by the act of God or the 
Queen's enemies or vice in the goods themselves. 

(2.) Whether, apart from the liabilities of a common carrier, 
every shipowner or master who carries goods on board his vessel 
for hire is, in the absence of express stipulations, subject to the 
liability of an insurer, except as against the act of God or the 
Queen's enemies or inherent vice in the goods, or whether he 
is only liable for loss shown to have arisen from negligence 
on his part, or on that of his servants. 

The practical importance in the case of ships is not very 
great, as the difference in the law would chiefly affect ships 
chartered to one shipper without any express stipulations in 
the charter, an unusual case ; but it is important in the case of 
lighters, which are frequently let out for hire in that way. 
There is also an important question in connection with bills of 
lading, as to the shipowner's liability for the negligence of 
persons other than his servants, e,g.^ those in charge of a ship 
in oollision with his vessel. 

I. The first question has been discussed in X«ver AlkaLi Co. v. 
Johnson (1872) {g). There, A. was a lighterman and let out 
his flats to any customer who applied for them; his flats did 
not ply between any fixed points, but each voyage was fixed by 
the particular customer ; a special bargain was made with each 
customer, though not for the use of a particular flat ; but no 
flat was carrying goods for more than one person on the same 
voyage. A. let a flat on these terms to C. to carry salt from L. 
to W. ; on the voyage, without A.*s negligence, the flat was 
wrecked. C. sued A. for the damage to the salt. The Court, 
consisting of Kelly, O.B., Martin, Bramwell, and Cleasby, B.B., 
held A. a common carrier, and therefore liable. Kelly, C.B., 
laid stress on the fact that no particular vessel was hired, 
saying : " No doubt, if each particular voyage had been made 
under a special contract containing stipulations applicable to that 
voyage only, the case would have been different," which seems 
to distinguish the case of a ship specifically chartered to a par- 
ticular shipper. 

In the Exchequer Chamber the majority of the Court (Black- 
bum, Mellor, Archibald, and Grove, J J.), affirmed this judg- 
ment QC) " on the ground that a lighterman, carrying on business 
as described, does in the absence of something to limit his 

(gf) L. R. 7 Ex. 267. 

(A) (1874), L. R. 9 Ex. 338, at p. 341. 
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liability incur the liability of a common carrier in respeot of the 
goods lie carries." Brett, J., while agreeing that A. was 
liable, put his liability on the ground that (t) "by a recognised 
OTistom of England every shipowner who carries goods for hire 
in, his ship, whether by inland navigation, or coastways, or 
abroad, undertakes to carry them at his own absolute risk, the 
act of God or the Queen's enemies alone excepted," unless he 
limits this liability by express agreement. He emphatically 
lield that A. was not a common carrier, on the ground that he 
did not undertake to carry goods for, or charter his flat to, the 
first comer ; (and therefore was not liable to an action for refusing 
to do so, the essential characteristic of a common carrier). The 
rest of the Court had expressly abstained (k) from examining 
^rhether A. was a carrier so as to be liable to such an action, 
and had confined themselves to deciding that he "had the 
liability of" (gusere, the same liability as), a common carrier. 
In Nugent v. Smith (Z), Oockbum, C.J., repeated Brett, J.'s, 
objection : " I cannot help seeing the difficulty that stands in 
the way of Liver Alkali Co. v. Johnaon, namely, that it is essen- 
tial to the character of a common carrier that he is bound to 
carry the goods of all persons applying to him, whHe it has 
never been held, and, as it seems to me, never would be held, 
that a person who lets out vessels to individual customers on 
their application was liable to an action for refusing the use 
of such vessel if required to furnish it." 

The judgment however may be supported on narrow grotinds : 
(1.) It only applies, according to the judgment of the Court 
below, to cases where no specific vessel is chartered or hired, 
but there is a contract to carry so much goods ; the case of a 
specific charter is expressly excluded. (2.) The Court above do 
not decide that A. was a common carrier, but only that a lighter- 
man, contracting to carry goods in some vessel or other, has the 
same liability as a common carrier. The case therefore may be 
confined to the calling of lightermen ; and whether a lighter- 
man has the liabilities of a common carrier is a question of fact 
in each particular case (m). At present the leading lightermen 
on the Thames expressly decline to take the liability of common 
carriers, and only hold themselves liable for damage from 
negligence or wilful acts on the part of their servants (»). 

II. The custom to insure, binding on all shipowners lending 
their vessels for hire, rests in modem times on the great autho- 
rity of Lord Esher, who expressed that opinion in 1874, in the 
case just cited, and repeated it in 1875, in Nugent v. Smith (o), 



(0 At p. 344. 

(k) See p. 340. 

(0 L. R. 1 C. P. D. at p. 433. 

(m) Tamvaco v. Timothy (1882), 1 C. & E. 1. 

(n) See Tate v. Hyshp (1885), L. R. 15 Q, B. D. at p. 370. 

(o) 1 C. P. D. at p. 33. 

L 2 
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where he said, Denman, J., oononrring : " The tme rule is that 
every shipowner or master who carries goods on board his ship 
for hire is, in the absence of express stipulation to the contrary, 
subject by implication ... by reason of his acceptance of the 
goods to be carried, to the liability of an insurer, except as 
against the act of God or the Queen's enemies . • . not because 
he is a common carrier, but because he carries goods in his ship 
for hire." As the ship there was a general ship, this was obiter 
dictum, but in the Court of Appeal, Cockbum, C.J., admitting 
that the point was not involved in the case, took occasion to 
entirely dissent from the view of Brett, J., in a very elaborate 
judgment, in which he held that no such liability existed, but 
that shipowners, other than of general ships, were only bailees, 
and bound' to use ordinary care and diligence. 

On this two questions arise (1.) as to the history of the rale ; 

) as to its present position. 

L. As to its history, the view of Brett, J., is (jp) that the common 
law of England as to bailments is founded on the Boman law, 
that therefore bailees are liable only for ordinary care, unless 
they fall within certain classes, who are absolute insurers, the 
historical origin of these classes being found in the Praetor's 
Edict {q). This historical view has been attacked, I venture 
to think successfully, by Mr. O. Y. Holmes in his work on the 
Common Law (r). 

Cockbum, C.J., took the view (») that the strict liability of 
carriers was introduced by custom in the reigns of Elizabeth 
and James I. as an exception to the ordinary rule that bailees 
were bound only to use ordinary care (t\ 

Holmes maintains that the stricter liability is the older of 
the two, and that the present liability of carriers is therefore a 
survival of the old rules («). 



"■1 



(p) L. R. 1 C. P. D., at p. 29. 

(g) Dig. IV. 9. 

(r) (1882) London, pp. 175-205. 

(s) 1 C. P. D. at p. 430. 

(t) Liability of innkeepers, CcUey's Case (1584), 8 Co. 32. Of common carriers 
by land, Woodlifs Case (1596), Moore, 462 ; Owen, 57. Of common carriers by 
water, Bich v. Kneeland (1613), Hob. 17 ; Cro. Jac. 330. The first case cited for 
the general liability of shipowners is Morse v. Slue (1671), 2 Keb. 866 ; 3 Keb. 
72, 112, 135 ; 2 Lev. 69 ; 1 Vent. 190, 238 ; 1 Mod. 85 ; Sir T. Raym. 220. 

(u) The fuller discussiop of the historical question is beyond the scope of this 
work. The reader may refer to Holmes, C. L. c. 5, Bailments, and to the follow- 
ing cases : Southcote v. Bennet (1601), 4 Rep. 83 b., Cro. Eliz. 815 (adversely dis- 
cussed by Lord Holt in Coggs v. Bernard (1703), 2 Ld. Raym. 909, and Sir W. 
Jones on Bailments, 3rd ed. pp. 41-45) ; Etch v. Kneeland (1613), vide supra ; 
Symons v. Darknoll (1628), Palmer, 523; Nicholls v. Moore (1661), 1 Sid. 36; 
Matthews v. Hopkin (1667), 1 Sid. 244 ; Morse v. Slue (1671), vide supra ; Goff v. 
Clinkard (1750^ 1 Wils. 282, n. ; Dale v. Hall (1750), 1 Wils. 281 ; Barclay v. 
r. Gana (1784), 3 Dougl. 389 ; Trent Navigation v. Ward (1785), 3 Esp. 127 ; 
Forward v. Fittard (1785),. 1 T. R. 27 ; Lyon v. Mells (1804), 5 East, 428. 

The two English exceptions to the carrier's liability, which are different from 
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n. As to the role of law now preyailing, it seems that the 
view supported by Lord Esher is the safest to adopt at present, 
as it has been virtually acted npon by the Court of Appeal in 
the cases of Woodley v. Michell (v) and The Xantho (to). It is 
certainly opposed to several dicta of Willes, J., e.g.^ " tne ship- 
owner's exemption is from liability for loss which could not 
have been avoided by reasonable care, skill, and diligence " (x). 
..." The contract in a bill of lading is to carry with reasonable 
care unless prevented by the excepted perils " (y) ; and also to 
the judgments in Lawrie v. Douglas (z) where a direction to 
the jury that *' a shipowner was only Dound to take the same 
care of goods as a person would of his own goods, i.e., an ordi- 
nary and reasonable care," was held a proper direction; and 
in The Duero (a). But these, again, are inconsistent with the 
judgments in Laveroni v. Drury (6), and Kay v. Wheeter (c). 

Several cases involving the consideration of the nature of the 
shipowner's contract are now, it is understood, on their way 
to the House of Lords (d), and tUl they are decided the law 
cannot be stated with any certainty, but in the absence of any 
contrary judgment from the House of Lords, the view of Loid 
Esher appears to be the safest to follow. 



Article 79. — Exceptions in the Contract of Affreightment 

Charterparties contain an undertaking by the shipowner 
and charterer to perform their respective parts of the con- 
tract ; — ^biUs of lading contain an undertaking by the ship- 

the Roman ones, have each a purely English history. The exception : ^ the act 
of God " results from the discharge of contractors from performance rendered 
impossible by the act of God (Holmes, 202) ; that of ** the King's enemies," from 
the rule that the bailee had no action against them, they not l^ing amenable to 
civil process ; and that therefore it was not fair that the bailor should sue him. 
(Holmes, 177, 201 ; Marshal of Marshalsea's Case, Y. B. 33 Hen. 6. 1 pi. 3.) 

(c) (1883), L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 47. 

(to) June 9, 1886 ; not yet reported except in 2 Times L. R. 704. 

Ix) Notara v. Henderson (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. at p. 236. 

(y) QrUl V. General Iron Screw Co. (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. at p. 612. 

(z) (1846), 15 M. & W. 746. 

(a) (1869), L. R. 2 A. & E. 393. 

(6) (1852), 8 Ex. 166. 

(c) (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 302. 

(d) The Xantho, vide supra ; Pandorf v. Hamilton, not yet reported, except in 
2 Times L. R. 891, in which the C. A., on August 9, 1886, reversed the judg- 
ment of Lopes, L.J. reported 16 Q. B. D. 629; Nevoall v. Royal Exchange 
Co., 33 W. R. 342, 868. There are also waiting for argument in the C. A. : 8,8. 
Garston v. Hickie Borman, raising the question whether a collision by negli- 
gence of the other ship is a " peril of navigation," and Nottebohm v. Bichter, 
raising a Question as to the meaning of '^ at ship's risk and expense." 
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owner or carrier to deliver safely the goods set forth in 
them ; unless prevented by certain perils known as ^' ex- 
cepted perils " or exceptions. For the consequences resulting 
solely from the occurrence of these perils, the shipowner 
or charterer nnder a charterparty, the shipowner or carrier 
nnder a bill of lading, are not liable (e). 



Note 1. — The original exoeption in the bill of lading was only 
^* the act of God, the King's enemies, and dangers of the seas." 
As the result of a case tried in 1795 (/), these exceptions were 
enlarged *'to the act of God, the King's enemies, fire, and 
all and every other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, 
and navigation of whatever nature and kind soever excepted." 
This clause has been still further extended, imtil as has been 
said '* there seems to be no other obligation on the shipowner than 
to receive the freight." The excepted perils vary with each trade 
and each shipowner ; and some great companies have two bills 
of lading, imposing on them different degrees of liability, accord- 
ing to the rate of freight paid. Exceptions are so numerous that 
an exhaustive enumeration is impossible ; but the following is 
believed to be a tolerably comprehensive list of exceptions to be 
found in one or other of the chief bills of lading in use in 
London or Liverpool 

The act of God (g). 

The Queen's enemies (A). 

Pirates («), rohhers, thieyes, whether on board or not, pilferage (^'). 

Barratry of master and mariners (Jt), 

Arrest and restraints of princes, rulers, and peoples (/), revolutions, riots, or 
emeutes, strikes, lockouts, or stoppage of labour from whatever cause. 

Loss or damage from vermin, rust, hook-marks, or injury from hooks, sweating, 
wastage, drainage, leakage (m), chafage, breakage, evaporation, rain, spray, coal, 
or coaJ-dust, corruption, frost, thaw, inherent deterioration, decay, jettison (n). 

Insufficiency of strength or size of packages, reasonable wear and tear of pack- 
ages, inaccuracy, indistinctness, illegibility or obliteration of marks, numbers, 
brands, or addresses, or description of goods, injury to wrappers however caused ; 



(e) As between shipowner and charterer, the exceptions in the charter are of 
importance, as between shipowner or charterer, and shipper, the exceptions in the 
bill of lading. On the relation between exceptions in the charter and bill of 
lading where the charterer is also the shipper, see Bodooonaohi v. ift^&tim(1886), 
17 Q. B. D. 316 ; and Article 18 a. 

(/} Smith V. Shepherd, McLachlan, 3rd ed. p. 535 ; Abbott, 12th ed. pp. 258, 
328. 

(g) See Article 80. 

(A) See Article 81. 

(t) See Article 85. 

(j) All these do not occur in the same bill of lading. 

(Jt) See Article 88. 

(0 See Article 82. 

(w) See Article 86. 

(n) See Article 90. 
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injaiiotts efieets of other goods (p\ contact with or smell, or eraporation or tunt 
from other goods, not liable for condition of re-exported goods, ullage (p), spiles (q\ 
effect of climate, or heat of holds, change of character (r), not accountable for 
slack bags, unless they bear external evidence of having been brok<ni or opened, 

or 
not liable for leakage, breakage, loss or damage by heat, sweat, rust, or decay, 
unless occasioned by improper stowage, 

or 
loss or damage, unless resulting from improper stowage or pilferage, not occurring 
with the owner's own personal default or pririty, excepted ; not liable for loss of 
goods under any circumstances whatsoever (a). 

Fire (1) (f), at any time or in any place ; (2), before loading in the ship or 
after unloading ; (3), on board, in hulk or craft, or on shore ; heat, spontaneous 
combustion, burning from heat of machinery. 

Perils of boilers, steam, or steam machinery (tf), including pumps or pipes of any 
sort, and consequence of defects therein or damagei thereto, escape of steam, ex- 
plosion. 

Risk of lighterage to or from the vessel, risk of craft (x), or warehousing, risk 
of storage afloat or on shore, save risk of boats so far as ships are liable (y). 

Transhipment, delay at port of transhipment, loss from ships not having room 
at port of transhipment, not liable for restriction of quarantine, interruption to 
navigation by ice, for any claim for delay, or sea-risks, if goods are carried beyond 
port of destination, loss or damage caused by prolongation of the voyage, deten- 
tion caused by mail contracts, delay by sanitary regulations, collision («). 

Stranding, straining, other perils of the seas, rivers, steam, and steam naviga- 
tion, or land transit (a) of what order, nature, or kind, heeling over, upsettinit, 
submerging or sinking of ship in harbour, river, or sea, or the entry or admission 



(o) See Articles 31, 86. 

(p) = leakage. 

(9) = the leakage resulting from holes stopped by a peg called a ** spile " 
bored in a cask for the purpose of getting at its contents, which are sometimes 
replaced by water. The effect of the exception will be to free the shipowner 
from liability for leakage and watering, unless the shipper proves negligence of 
the superior officer. 

(r) As by over-ripeness and decay of fruit, &c. 

(s) Heldy to cover wilful default and misfeasance by shipowners' servants: 
Taubman v. Paeific &S, Co, (1872), 26 L. T. 704. 

(f) See Article 87 : the exception, " fire on board," does not relieve the ship- 
owner from liability to general average contribution for damage done by water 
in extinguishing such fire : Schmidt v. Sayai Mail 8,8. Co, (1876), 45 L. J Q. B. 
646. 

(u) Does not apply if the defect was due to negligence ; Siordet v. Ball (1828), 
4 Bing. 607 : or if the machinery was unseaworthy at starting, though the defect 
was latent : The Glenfruin (1885), 10 P. D. 103. " Risks of steam navigation," = 
physical risks, incidental to ships propelled by steam machinery, such as break- 
down of engine, disabling of screw, &c. : MeroantUe 8,8, Co, v. Tyser (1881), L. R. 
7 Q. B. D. 73. 

(x) = Without risk or liability to the owner of the craft in respect of the car- 
riage of the goods : Webster v. Bond (1884), 1 C. & E. 338. The meaning of the 
clause ^* at ship's risk and expense " is now waiting decision before the C. A. in 
the case of NotU^hm Vi Bichter. 

(y) Held to protect from liability for any loss occurring to goods in boats, which 
shipowners would not be liable for, had it occurired in ships : Johnston v. Benson 
(1819), 4 Moore, 90. 

(z) See Article 84. 

(a) Perils of the roads — field to mean *' perils peculiar to roads " ; whether 
marine roads or anchorages, or land roads, was not decided : Rothachild v. Boyal 
Mail Co, (1852), 7 Ex. 734, at p. 743. 
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of water into the ressel by any cause or for any pnrpoee, loss or damage cansed 

by heavy weather, or pitching or rolling of the vessel : 

not li<ible for negligence of shipowner's servants (&), 

exceptions of all liability, or limited liability, in respect to particnlar goods (cX 

as glass, specie, precious stones, cattle, &c, 

not liable for damage, unless goods are marked in a particular way ((f) ; 

not liable for any damage capable of being covered by insurance («) ; under 

through bills of laiding, not liable for damage occurring off the company's steamer. 

Exceptions expressly negativing the shipowner's warranty of seaworthiness (/ y. 

Liberty to tranship, to sail with or without pilots, to call at intermediate ports for 

any purpose, to deviate from the voyage for any purpose, and to touch and stay at 

other ports either in or out of the way, to tow and assist vessels in all sitoa- 

tions (g)j and perform salvage services to vessels and cargo, without being deemed 

a deviation, to proceed under sail, or in tow of any vessel ; 

not liable to any claim (Ky, notice of which is not given ; — ^before the removal of 

the goods ; or — within two days after : — or within ceitain limits of time and 

place; 

owners only liable for ship damage, &c. (t) 

inability of ship to execute or proceed on the voyage Qt). 

Many of these exceptions of course overlap, and they are not all foimd in the 
same bill of lading, while some of them are modified in form. Though shipowners 
nse them to protect themselves from legal liability, they frequently make some 
compensation as a matter of business for losses covered by the exceptions. 

Note 2. — The implied xindertakings in a contract of aflfreight- 
ment (Z), e,g,j to provide a seaworthy ship, to proceed without 
unreasonable delay, and without deviation, and the cancelling 
clause in a charter (m), are not affected by exceptions in the biU 
of lading, unless these latter expressly negative them ; thus the 
breakdown of a crankshaft, unseaworthy at starting, does not 
come within the exception " breakdown of machinery " (m) ; 
neither will these exceptions interfere with the operation of ex- 
press conditions precedent, such as a '* cancelling clause " (n). 



(b) See Article 89. 

(c) SewJbUj that these do not apply, unless the ship is seaworthy at starting : 
The Glenfrwn (1885), 10 P. D. 105 ; Leuw v. Dudgeon (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 17, 
note. TattersallY. National 8.8, Co, (1884), L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 297. 

(d) For an example of the working of this exception, see Cox v. Bruce (1886), 
2 Times L. R. 599. 

(e) This exception does not relieve the shipowner from liability to general 
average : Crooks v. Allan (1879), 5 L. R. Q. B. D. 38. It has been held on this 
exception that "damage ** covers total or partial destruction, but not abstraction 
of goods : Taylor v. Liverpool 8.8, Co, (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 546. 

(/) See Article 29. 
(^) See post. Article 99. 

(A) Refers to claims for any damage, whether apparent or latent : Moore t. 
ffarris (1876), 1 App. C. 318. 

(f) Ship damage = such damage as happens by the insufficiency of the ship, or 
the negligence of those in charge of her : Uast India Co, v. Todd (1788), 1 Bro. 
P. C. 405. 

(k) Inability to proceed from lack of men through smallpox, is within the 
exception : Beatson v. Schank (1803), 3 East. 233. 

(0 See Articles 29, 30, 99. 

(m) The Glenfruin (1885), 10 P. D. 103. 

(n) 8mith v. Dart (1884), L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 105 ; but see Donaldson v. Little 
(1882), 10 Sc. Sess. Cases, 413. As to the effect of exceptions on the implied 
contract to proceed without deviation, see Stuart v. British African Navigation 
Co. (1875), 32 L. T. 257. 
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Ndte 3. — ^The perils which the shipowner in the bill of lading 
stipulates that he shall not be liable for, are nearly the same as 
the underwriter insures shipowner and cargo-owner against by 
bis policy of insurance, but a different role of law is applied to 
the construction of the two documents (p) e.g. : — 

In policies of insurance only the causa proadma of the loss 
is regarded, so that if the loss has been proximately caused 
by a peril insured against, the underwriter is liable, even 
though the ultimate cause of the loss, the causa eausanSy is a 
peril not insured against. 

In bills of lading the ultimate cause or causa causans is 
considered ; so that where goods are damaged by the imme- 
diate operation of an excepted peril, but such operation was 
caused or assisted by a peril not excepted, the shipowner 
will be held liable. 

Thus in a bill of lading whose only exception is ** perils of the 
seas," where damage results from a storm, the shipowner will 
still be liable, if it is proved that the stowage was negligent, 
and that such negligence co-operated with the storm to damage 
the goods {q). But in a policy of insurance the underwriter 
would be liable for damage from a storm as a peril of the sea, 
though it was proved that the ship became unseaworthy on the 
voyage through negligence of the owner's servants (r). 

Willes, J., explained this difference thus (s^ : " A policy of 
insurance is an absolute contract to indemnify lor loss by perils 
of the sea, and it is only necessary to see whether the loss comes 
within the terms of the contract and is caused by perils of the 
sea ; the fact that the loss is partly caused by tmngs, not dis- 
tinctly perils of the sea, does not prevent its coming within the 
contract. In the case of a bill of lading it is different, because 
there the contract is to carry (<) [with reasonable care] unless 

(p) The dfnter dictum in The Freedom^ L. R. 3 P. C. 694, at p. 601 (1871), 
that perils of the seas in a bill of lading, are to be interpreted as in an insurance 
policy is clearly wrong ; see per Willes, J., L. R. 1 C. P. 612 ; per Brett, M.R., 
10 Q. B. D. 631 ; per Lindley, L.J., 10 Q. B. D. 643 ; per Lord Blackburn, in 
Cory V. Burr (1883), 8 App. C. 398 ; The Chasca (1876), L. R. 4 A. & E., at 
p. 448. 

(q) The Oquendo (1878), 38 L. T. 161 ; The Catherine Chalmers (1876), 82 
L. T. 847. 

(r) Walker v. Maitland (1821), 5 B. & A. 171 ; Davidson t. Bumand (1879), 
4 L. R. C. P. 117 ; Bedman v. Wilson (1845), 14 M. & W. 476. For further 
iUustration of the difference in principle, consider Cory v. Burr (1883), 8 App. C. 
393 ; West India Telegraph Co, y. Home Insurance Co. (1880), 6 Q. B. D. 61 ; 
Taylor v. Dwibar (1869), 4 L. R. C. P. 206, and compare Woodley v. Michel 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 47, with Smith v. Scott (1811), 4 Taunt. 126. 

(s) Grill V. Iron Screw Colliery Co. (1868), L. R. 1 C. P. at p. 612. 

(f) Qussre, whether the words in brackets should not be omitted : see note to 
Article 78. 
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prevented by the excepted perils If the goods are not carried 
with reasonable care, and are consequently lost by perils of the 
sea, it becomes necessaiy to reconcile the two parts of the instra- 
ment, and this is done by holding that if the loss through perils 
of the seas is caused by previous default of the shipowner, he is 
liable for this breach of nis contract." 

This explanation hardly meets such cases as Woodley -v. 
Michel (<), where the shipowner has " carried with reasonable 
care, but the negligence of another ship is the ultimate cause of 
loss." 

At any rate the distinction exists, and the result is curious. 
A ship carries goods shipped under a bill of lading excepting 
"perils of the sea," and shipowner and shipper insure ship 
and goods respectively against *^ perils of the sea." Both ship 
and goods are lost, through tempestuous weather, assisted by 
negligence of the captain. The shipowner will be liable to the 
shipper for the loss of the goods, because they were not lost 
through perils of the sea within the meaning of the bill of 
lading. But the shipowner can recover the value of the ship 
from the underwriter, because it was lost by perils of the sea 
within the meaning of the policy of insurance, both ship and 
goods being lost through the same set of circumstances. 

On the relation of l£ie exceptions to the burden of proo^ see 
Article 91. 

Note 4. — ^Exceptions on charterparties stand on different foot- 
ing from those on bills of lading. 

1. The exceptions in the bill of lading only apply to exonerate 
the shipowner or carrier; exceptions in the charter apply to 
exonerate both shipowner and charterer, though the shipowner's 
liability for carriage is usually much restricted by the subse- 
quent bill of lading, where the charterer is also the shipper (u). 

2. The exceptions in the charter are much more concise than 
those in a bill of lading ; — " The act of God, the Queen's enemies, 
fire, and all and every dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, 
and navigation, of whatever nature or kind soever during the 
said voyage always excepted " ; — ^being a very usual form. 

3. Where the cargo is one in great demand, as in coal charters, 
there is frequently a farther set of exceptions applying to the 
clauses as to loading, and demurrage, e.g,, *'' any time lost through 
riots, strike or stoppage of factory or factories or other hands 
connected with the working or delivery of the said patent fuel or 
coals, or by reason of accident to the factories or machinery or 
obstruction in the canal or dock, or from any cause beyond the 
personal control of shippers, is not to be computed as part of the 
loading days." 

(0 (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 47. 

(u) Bat on this, see Modoconachi y. MUbum (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. 



ACT OF GOD. 155 



ArHde 9Xi.—Act ofOod. 

The exception *' act of God '* inclndes any accident as to 
wMch the shipowner can show that it is due to natural 
causes directly and exclusively, without human intervention, 
and that it could not have been prevented by any amount of 
foresight, pains, and care reasonably to be expected from 
him (v). 

A stricter view than this was taken by Brett and Denman, JJ., 
in the Court below (w), but negatived by the Court of Appeal, 
Mellish, L. J., saying : *' I think that in order to prove the cause 
of the loss was irresistible, it is not necessary to prove that it 
was absolutely impossible for the carrier to prevent it, but that 
it is sufficient to prove that by no reasonable precaution under 
the circumstances could it have been prevented." This view is 
supported by Nichols v. Maralcmd (a;), in which the jury found that 
a flood was *' so great that it could not reasonably have been 
anticipated, though if it had been anticipated the effect might 
have been prevented," and the Court of Appeal held that such 
a flood was an " act of Qod." 

The exception '* act of God " appears to include the exception 
*' perils of ^e sea," and in addition to cover such causes of loss, 
as frost, lightning, &a, which are not perils peculiar to the 
sea(y). 

Case 1. — ^A., a common carrier between L. and A., took on board a mare 
of F.'s. No bill of lading was signed. Partly by more than ordinary bad 
weather, partly by the conduct of the mare, without any negligence by A/s 
servants, the mare was seriously injured. Held, that A. was not liable for 
injuries resulting from these causes, which he coidd not by reasonable care 
and foresight have prevented, and which therefore came under the excep- 
tion to a carrier's liability, of damage resulting from the act of Qod (2). 

Case 2. — Gfoods were shipped under a bill of lading excepting the ** act 
of God." The vessel having to start the next morning, the captam filled his 
boiler overnight, and, frost coming on, the tubes burst damaging the goods. 
Eddy that the negligence of the captain excluded the exception, though 
frost was an '* act of Gk)d " (a). 



(c) Per James, L.J., in Nugent v. Smith (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. at p. 444 ; see 
also Cockbnm, C.J., at pp. 437, 438, Mellish, L.J., at p. 441. 

(w) 1 C. P. D. at p. 34. 

(j?) (1876) L. R. 2 Ex. D. 1. 

(y) See Article 83, post» As to the history of the phrase ^ Act of Qod," see 
O. W. Holmes' Common Law, p. 202, et ante, Article 78, note (s), 

(z) Nugent v. Smith, (1876) 1 C. P. D., 18, 423. 

(a) Siyrdet v. Hall (1828), 4 Bing. 607. Rats causing a leak are not "act of 
God." Dale v. Eall (1750), 1 Wils. 281. Sed quofre, whether, on principle, if 
the shipowner could show that no care or diligence reasonably to be expected of 
him could prevent there being some rats on a ship, he would not bring himself 
within the exception. 
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Artide 81. — Ths Queen^s Enemies. 

This exception refers to the enemies of the soYereign of 
the shipowner (t). It probably only refers to states recog- 
nised as at war with the sovereign, and not to pirates or 
traitorous subjects (c), or to states at peace with the sove- 
reign {d). 

Note. — ^A few bills of lading add the exception " ^ the enemies 
of the ruler of the place the steamer may be in." Qusere^ 
whether the original exception also refers to the enemies of the 
soverei^ of the shipper. Probably not, for ; (1 .) The shipowner 
would hardly need to stipulate for protection against what 
would be a vice of the goodis themselves («). (2.) As the Decla- 
ration of Paris protects enemies goods in neutral vessels, it is not 
probable that such an exception would have much application, as 
the shipper's enemy could not delay the neutral ship, while if 
the goods were contraband, the vice in the goods themselves 
would free the shipowner from liability. 

Case 1. — ^F., merchants in Eussia, shipped wheat in a ship belonging to 
A., a subject of the Duke of Mecklenburgh, to be carried to Englfuid under 
a bill of lading containing an exception " the King's enemies." The Duke 
was at war with Denmark, and the ship was captured by the Danes. Edd^ 
that the exception certainly included enemies of the shipowner's sovereign, 
and the shipowner was therefore freed (J). 

Case 2. — ^F. shipped goods under a bill of lading, excepting " the Queen's 
enemies." Ship and goods were con6scated by the Spanish Courts for 
violations of the revenue laws, Spain bemg at peace with England. Edd^ 
that such confiscation did not come within the exception (/). 



Article 82. — Arrests or Bestraints of Princes, Bulers, and 

Peoples {g). 

This exception applies to forcible interferences by a state 
or the government of a country taking possession of the goods 
by a strong hand, such as arrest, embargoes (A), or block- 

(6) Rwsell V. Niemann (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 163. 

(c) See the Master of the Marshalsea's casey and comments thereon, Holmes' 
Common Law, pp. 177, 201. Forward t. Pittard (1786), 1 T. R. 27, per Lord 
Mansfield, p. 34. 

(d) Spence v. Chodwick (1847), 10 Q. B. 517. 

(e) See per Willes, J., arguendo in MusseU v. Niemanny vide supra, at p. 171. 
(/) Spence y. Chodwick, o.s. It would be a *' seizure'' under an insurance 

policy : Cory v. Burr (1883), L. R. 8 App. C. at p. 405. 

(a) '' Revolutions, riots, or emeutes " are occasionally added. 
(A) Botch V. Edie (1795), 6 T. R. 413. 
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ades (i) ; to government actions for other purposes, indirectly 
resulting in the detention of the goods (i) ; to the decrees 
of a Prize Court after capture (J) ; or to embargoes imposed 
by the goyemment of the shipowner (w). 

It does not apply to ordinary legal proceedings in the 
courts of a state with their result {n), nor to the proceedings 
of a number of people not professing to act legally or by 
government authority (o), nor to rumours of restraints of 
princes (p). 

Case 1. — Gt)ods were insured {q) from Japan to London vift Marseilles 
^ Southampton, by a line of steamers whose practice was to send goods 
by land from Marseilles to Boulogne, vi& Paris. One of the risks insured 
against was '* arrests, restraints, and detainments of all kings, princes, and 
peoples." On arriving at Paris the goods were detained by the siege of 
Paris by the Germans, though not by any express order dealing with the 
goods. Eddy a peril insured against (r). 

Case 2. — ^P. snipped goods imder a bill of lading excepting " acts or 
restraints of princes or rulers." The goods were detained by an order of 
^the State of New York in a civil action. Eeld^ not to come within the 
exception (»). 

Case 3.— 'Goods were insured against " arrests, restrcdnts, and detain- 
ments of all kings, princes, and peoples." The vessel was seized by a 
tumultuous mob and the goods taken out of her. Eddy not within the 
perils insured against, as " peoples " mean " the governing power of the 
country " (#). 

Cfcwe 4. — K ship chartered to load at St. Petersburg, with exceptions of 
*' restraints of princes and rulers," left without loading a full cargo in 
consequence of rumours that a hostile embargo and seizure were about to be 
imposed. The jury found that such apprehensions were reasonable at the 
time, and that such an embargo was actually imposed six weeks later. 
EM, no defence to an action by the charterer, as the '* restraints " excepted 
must be actual and operative, not merely expected and contingent (u). 

Note, — The risk, " capture, and seizure," common in insurance 
policies, rarely if ever occurs in bills of lading. The two risks 



(0 Geipel v. Smith (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 404. 

\K) Bodoconachi y. Elliott (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 518. 

(0 stringer v. English ^ Scottish Mar, Ins. Co, (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 699. 

(m) Aiibert v. Gray (1861), 3 B. & S. 163. 

(n) FiiOay t. Liverpool^ G, W. Co, (1870), 23 L. T. 251. 

(o) Nesbitt v. Lushington (1792), 4 T. R. 783. 

(p) Atkinson v. Ritchie (1809), 10 East, 530. 

Iq) I have used insurance case^, as illustrations, when the different principles of 
construction do not affect the case. 

(r) Bodoconachi v. Elliott (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 518. 

(0 NeshiU V. Lushington (1792), 4 T. R. 783. This would be a "seizure." 
See note, post, 

(u) Atkinson v. Bitchie (1809), 10 East, 530. Sed qusere, whether the master 
would not be excused on the doctrine of Ths Teutonia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171. 
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have been d^lned in Cory v. Burr (a;) thmi: ^ Captare" inclndes 
every act of seizing or taking by an enemy or belligerent, 
whether in reprisals or war ; thus where a vessel was snnk by 
the Bnssians in the attempt to detain her, before war had 
broken out, it was held a ^* capture " (jf\ 

" Seizure " includes every act of taking forcible possession, 
either by a lawful authority or by overpowering force, whether 
such seizure be justified by law or not, or whether it be belli- 
gerent or not : thus a seizure of a ship by coolie passengers was 
held a " seizure " (z). 

The difference tnerefore between the three exceptions is this : 

'* The King's enemies ** covers belligerent acts of states, other 
than that of the owner of the vessel. 

'* Restraints of princes or rulers " includes this, and also covers re- 
straints of the sovereign power in peace, whether of the carrier's 
country or not, other than the ordinary consequences of legal 
proceedings. 

'* Capture and seizvre " includes all captures or seizures resulting 
from the above sources, and also all seizures resulting from 
ordinary legal proceedings or from private overwhelming force. 



Article 83. — Perils of the Seas. 

This exception is usually expanded into '^all and every 
other dangers and the accidents of the seas, rivers, and 
[steam] navigation of whatsoever nature and kind soever 
excepted." 

Svhmitted. — This exception includes all perils peculiar to 
the sea and navigation, as to which the shipowner can show 
that they could not have been prevented by anybody by any 
amount of foresight and care reasonably to be expected of 
man (a). 

Note, — ^As so defined, " perils of the sea," which are not the 
same as perils on the sea (&), will be identical with those " acts 
of Ood," where the effective cause is one peculiar to the sea. 

(a?) (1883), L. R. 8 App. C. at p. 405. 

(j/) Powell V. Hyde (1855), 5 E. & B. 607. 

{z) Kleimoort t. Shephard (1859), 1 E. & £. 447. See also Johnsim v. Ho^ 
(1883), L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 432 ; lonidea v. Unioenal Marine Ins. Co. (1863;^ 
14 C. B., N. S. 259. 

(a) See per Lord Esher, in Pandorf v. Hamilton, C. A., Aug. 9, 1886. Not yet 
reported, except in 2 Times L. R. 891. 

(6) See the similar remark as to '* perils of the roads," hj Parke, B., in 
Bothaohild v. S. M. Steam Packet Co. (1852), 7 Ex., at p. 743. 
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11x118 frost or lightning (c), as effective causes of loss, will be 

acts of Grod, but not perils of the sea ; damage by swordfish or 

IcelDergs (d) would be a peril of the sea, if the shipowner could 

not; have prevented it by reasonable care. The difficulty in the 

'way of this definition is the case of Pickering v. Barkley (e\ 

^which. held, on the evidence of merchants as to usage, that 

pixates were perils of the sea. But it is almost impossible to 

find any principle reconciling Pickering v. Barkley with Woodley 

V. Michel (/\ where it was held that a collision by negligence 

of another snip was not a peril of the sea. I am not aware of 

axiy peril of the sea, except pirates, which is not also an *' act of 

G-od " within Article 80. 

The exception includes : — 

(a,^ A collision oocuring without negligence of either ship {g), 
(6.) Damage to the goods by rough weather beyond the 
ordinary wear and tear of the voyage, the stowage not 
being negligent (K). 
c) Captures by pirates (i) or wreckers (k\ 
di) Damage received while in dock vnthout negligence, if 
the docking is in the course of the voyage (Z) ; but 
not if the docking is not in pursuance of a voyage : as 
where the ship was blown over in a graving dock by a 
squall (m). 
(e.) Stranding not incurred as part of the navi^tion, unless 
the shipper proves negligence (n). Thus damages 
through taking the ground in the ordinary course of 
navigation in a dry harbour, or hauling up on the beach 
to repair, will not be perils of the sea (o). But it will 
be a peril of the sea if owing to stress of weather, 
something different from the ordinary course of navi- 
gation occurs without negligence: as where a heavy 
swell bumped the ship on a hard bottom (p), or where 

(c) The suggestion arguendo by Pollock, O.B., in Llcyd y. Generai Coll, Co. 
(1864), 3 H. & C, at p. 290, that lightning is a peril of the sea is, it is sab- 
mitted, erroneous. 

(d) Bnt not worm. RoU v. Parr (1796), 1 Esp. 445. 
Xe) (1672), Styles, 132. 
(/) (1883) (C. A.) 11 Q. B. D. 47. 
Ig) Bviler v. Fisher (1800), 2 Peake, 183 ; The Xantho, June 9, C. A. (1886). 

Not reported, except in 2 Times L. R. 701. 

(h) Lawrence v. Aberdem (1821), 5 B. & A. 107 ; Gdbay y. Lhyd (1825), 
3 B. & C. 793 ; The Catherine Chalmers (1875), 32 L. T. 847. 

(0 Pickering v. Barclay (1672), Styles, 132. 

(*) Bondrett v. ffeniigg (1816), Holt, 149. 

(0 Laurie y. Douglas (1846), 16 M. & W. 746. 

(m) Phillips y. Barber (1821), 5 B. & A. 161. 

(») The Norway (1864), B. & L. 404. 

(o) Magnus v. Buttermer (1852), 11 C. B. 876 ; Thompson v. Whiimore (1S10\ 
3 Taunt. 227. 

(p) FUtcher v. Inglis (1819), 2 B. & A. 315. 
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damage is caused in the ordinary oonrse of navigation 
by an unseen peril, which could not have been detected 
by reasonable care, as where a ship takes the ground 
over an unknown hole and strains herself (I), 

The exception will not include : — 

a.^ Gollisions where either or both ships are to blame (m). 
hJ) Damage resulting from the ordinary wear and tear of the 
voyage, which must be provided against by proper 
packing by the shipper, proper stowage by the ship- 
owner, 
(c.) Any cases where the damage can be traced to negligenoo 
on the part of the shipowner or his servants in the 
stowage or management of the vessel (n). 
(d,') Damage resulting from original unseaworthiness of the 

vessel (o). 
e,^ Damage from war Q>). 

/) Damage from confiscation by foreign Courts, or the con- 
sequences of actions at law (^). 
(g.^ Barratrous acts of the crew (r^. 
(h.) Damage done by rats, or vermin, to the cargo, directly or 
indirectly («). 

Case 1. — Goods were lost through a collision with another ship, neither 
vessel being to blame. Held, that such a collision was a peril of the 
seas (t). 

Case 2. — Goods were damaged through a collision caused by the negli- 
gence of the carrying ship. Held, not a peril of the seas (u). 

Case 3^ — Goods were damaged by a collision on the Thames, caused 
by the negligence of the other ship, winds and waves not contributing. 
Heldf not a peril of the seas (x). 



I 



(0 Letchford ▼. Oldham (1880), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 538. See also Bayner t. 
Godmond (1821), 5 B. & A. 225. 

(m) Lloyd v. Oeneral Iron Colliery Co. (1864), 3 H. & C. 284 ; Chill v. Same 
(1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 476 ; Chartered Bank v. Netherlands Co, (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 
521 ; Woodley y. Michel (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 47, and see Article 84. 

(n) The Oquendo (1878), 38 L. T. 151 ; The Freedom (1871), L. R. 3 P. C. 
594; The Figlia Maggiore (1868), L. R. 2 A. & E. 106. 

(o) The Glenfruin (1885), 10 P. D. 103, and see Article 29. 

(p) The Patria (1871), L. R. 3 A. & E. 436. 

(9) Spence v. Chodwick (1847), 10 Q. B. 517 ; Benson v. Duncan (1849), 3 Ex. 

644. 

(r) The Chasca (1875), L. R. 4 A. & E. 446. 

(s) Kay V. Wheeler (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 502 ; Laveroni v. Drury (1852), 
8 Ex. 166. Pandorf t. Hamilton (C. A.), Ang. 9, 1886 ; not yet reported, except 
in 2 Times L. R. 891, reversing Lopes, L. J. in Court below, reported at 16 Q. B. D. 
629; Dale v. iTo// (1750), 1 Wils. 281, has decided that "rats" are not the 
'< act of God," on which see Article 81, note (a). Rats are perils of the ship, not 
perils of the sea. See per Bowen, L. J., in Pandorf v. Hamilton, supra, 

(t) Buller Y. Fisher (ISOO), 2 Feake, 183', TheXantho(lSS6)', not yet reported, 
except in 2 Times L. R. 704. 

(«) Lloyd V. General Colliery Co, (1864), 3 H. & C. 284. 

Ix) Woodley v. Michel (1883), C. A., 11 Q. B. D. 47. Whether it is a " peril 
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Case 4. — GToods were shipped under a bill of lading excepting '< dangers 
and accidents of the seas, rivers, and steam navigation of whatever kind." 
The goods were not delivered : the shipowners admitted that they were 
lost by collision. It was not shown how the collision occurred. Eddf 
that the cargo-owners having proved failure to deliver, the shipowners 
must prove loss by one of the excepted perils, and that as collision was not 
& peril of the sea, but only collision without negligence of anyone, they 
liad failed to do so, and were therefore liable (y). 

Case 5. — Cattle were insured against perils of the sea ; they were properly 
stowed, but the violence of the weather killed some and bniisea others. 
SM, damage by perils of the sea (e). 

Ocue 6. — Gkxxis shipped were stowed in a place specially exposed to the 
waves, and in rough weather were damaged by salt water. Edd, that the 
improper stowage took the damage out of the exception (a). 

Case 7. — Owing to bad weather a ship's hatches were kept closed, and the 
cargo putrefied. Eeldj that improper stowage and lack of yentilation took 
the case out of the exception *' perUs of the seas " (h), 

Ocue 8. — Goods were shipped with an exception "all and every the 
dangers and accidents of the seas and navigation." While the ship was 
discharging her cargo in dock, moored to a barge and a lighter, owing 
to ropes breaking &e capsized, and the goods were damaged. Eeld^ a 
" danger of navigation " within the exception (c). 

Ocue 9. — Goods were damaged by sea water let into the hold by the 
barratrous act of the crew in boring holes in the ship. HM^ not a loss by 
perils of the sea (d). 

Case 10. — GK)ods were damaged on the voyage by rats. The shipowner, 
who had two cats and a mongoose on board and had employed a profes- 
sional ratcatcher, was found to have taken every precaution. Held, that 
such damage by rats was not a peril of the sea or of navigation (e). 

Case 11. — On a voyage rats ate a hole in a leaden pipe, and so let sea- 
water into the ship, damaging the cargo. EM, a peril of the ship, not a 
peril of the sea (/). 



of navigation " is now wuting decision before the C. A. in the case of 8, 8, GarHon 
V. ffiokie Borman. 

(y) The Xantho (1886), C. A., f>ide supra, following Woodley v. Micha, An 
appeal to the House of Lords, is, I believe, contemplatML See also, on cases 1-4, 
Chartered Bank v. Netherlands Co., vide supra, and Article 84, post, Semble 
that a collision partly caused by bad weather, partly by negligence, is not a peril 
of the sea under a bill of lading. See judgment of Brett, M.R., in Woodley v. 
Michell, VJ8, 

(z) Jxunrence v. Aherdein (1821), 5 B. & A. 107 ; see also Tatham v. Ebchsan 
(1796), 6 T. R. 666. 

(a) The Oquendo (1878), 38 L. T. 151 ; see also 27te Catherine Chalmers (1S75\ 
32 L. T. 847. ^ 

(6) The Freedom (1871), L. R. 3 P. C. 594, 603 ; see also !%« Figlia Maggiore 
(1868), L. K. 2 A. & £. 106. Where goods properly stowed putrefy through 
extraordinary delay caused by bad weather, semble, that the shipowner will be 
excused by the exception " perils of the sea," though such damage would not be 
a peril of the sea for which underwriters would be liable. See Taylor v. Dunbar 
(1869), L. R, 4 C. P. 206 ; Tatham v. Hodgson, cs. 

(c) Laurie v. Douglas (1846), 15 M. St W. 746. 

(d) The Chasca (1875), L. R. 4 A. & E. 446. 

(e) Kay v. Wheeler (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 302. 

(/) Fandorf v. Hamilton (C. A.), Aug. 9, 1886 ; not yet reported, except in 
2 Times L. R. 891, reversing Lopes, L.J., in Oourt below : reported at 16 Q B D 
629. 

M 
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Article 84. — Collmon. 

This exception in bills of lading, which also except '' perils 
of the sea," protects the shipowner from damage caused 
by the negligence of another ship, for which he otherwise 
wonld be liable (g). 

Semhle, in bills of lading which do not except ^^ negligence 
of the shipowner's servants," it throws upon the shipper the 
burden of proving such negligence (A). 

Case, — Gooda were shipped on the 8. under a bill of lading excepting 
collisions, and loss re^ultiDg from the negligence of A.'s servants in navi- 
gating the ship: ' Through a collision between the 8, and the i?., also 
belonging to, A.^ the goods were lost. Both ships were in fault. Heldf 
that A. was not liable on the contract in the bill of lading, the exception 
** collision " covering the negligeuce on board the B,, the exception '* negli- 
gence " covering the negligence on board the 8,, but that A. was liable in 
an action based on tort, for the negligence of the B. (t). 



Note. — The result is, that a bill of lading with the three ex- 
ceptions — perils of the sea, collisions, and the ordinary exception 
of negligence, covers all collisions, with the slight exception of 
those caused by the personal negligence of the owner (k), A 
bill of lading, excepting perils of the sea and negligence, covers 
all collisions, except those caused solely by negligence of the 
other ship. A bill of lading excepting perils of the sea and 
collision, covers all collisions, except those caused partly by 
negligence of the carrying ship, and throws the burden of 
proving such negligence on the shipper. A bill of lading ex- 
cepting perils of the seas only, covers collisions occurring 
without negligence of either ship, but compels the shipowner 
to prove the absence of negligence (Z). 



(g) Woodley v. Michel (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 47. When the other ship is 
negligent, her owner will be liable to the shipper in an action of tort; and the 
fact that her owner is also the owner of the carrying ship, and protected by the 
exceptions in the bill of lading, will not help him : Chartered Bank v. Nether^ 
lands Co. (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 521. 

(A) Czech V. General Steam Co. (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 14. 

(t) Chartered Batik v. Netherlands Co., vide supra. Some remarks of Brett, L.J., 
seem to suggest that negligence on the B. was not within A.'s contract, but this 
is contrary to Woodley v. Michel, vide supra. 

(k) See per Brett, L.J., 10 Q. B. D. 532. 

(T) 2he Xantho, June 9 (1886), not yet reported, except in 2 Times L. R. 704. 
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Article 85. — Pirates^ BdHbers by Land or Sea, Thieves. 

The exception *' robbers " refers to robbers by violence, 
external to the ship (m), and does not inclade .secret theft (n). 

The exception '^ thieves " refers to thieves external to the 
ship («). 

Theft or mutinous seizure by the crew, if reasonable 
precautions have been taken to prevent them, are probably 
barratry. 

Case 1. — A box of diamonds was shipped with the exceptions, '* pirates, 
robbers, thieves, barratry of master and mariners." The box was stolen 
before delivery ; there was no evidence to show by whom. Hdd, that 
thieves meant " thieves external to the ship." That even if theft by the 
crew was barratry, still as the shipowners must prove the loss to fall within 
one of the exceptions (o) (and it might have been the act of a passenger, 
who was certainly not within the exceptions), the shipowner was liable (n). 

Ccue 2. — Groods were shipped from P. to London, under exceptions, 
^ robbers, the dangers of the seas, roads, and rivers." The goods were 
stolen in transit by rail from Southampton to London. Hdd, that 
** robbers " meant robbers by violence, and the shipowner was liable (r»). 

Note. — ^Loss by pirates has been held a peril of the sea, so the 
advantage of the exception " pirates " is not very great. It 
however relieves the shipowner of the burden of proving that 
the loss was not caused by his negligence (p). Mutinous seizure 
by the passengers has been held *' piracy under an insurance 
policy (q). 

The cases above are sometimes met by such exceptions as 
" thieves, whether on board or not," " pilferage," or " plunder 
of goods by crew or stevedores." Many bills of lading, how- 
ever, adopt the cases by inserting the exception, " thieves by 
land or sea, but not pilferage," 

Article 86. — Loss or Damage from Leakage (r). Breakage^ 

Heat, Sweat, Bvst, &e. 

If reasonable care is used in the stowage of goods, this 
exception protects the shipowner from liability for any 

(m) BothschUd v. Boyal Mail Co, (1852), 7 Ex. 734. The phrase << assailing 
thieves " is sometimes nsed. 

(n) Taylor v. Liverpoool 8, S, Co, (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 546. 

(o) Semble, that if the shipowner had proved theft by the crew, i.e. prima 
facie barratry, the onus of proving negligence of the owner or master would then 
be on the shipper. 

(p) Czech V. General Steam Co. (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 14. 

(g) Palmer v. Naylor (1854), 10 Exch. 382. 

(r) An attempt to limit ** leakage " to " ordinary leakage," said by the custom 
of trade to be one per cent., failed in Ohrloff v. Briscall (1866), 4 Moore P. C, N. S. 
70, 77. 

M 2 
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damage or I068 to the goods which leak, bieak, heat, sweat, 
rust, &c. 

It does not by itself protect him from liability for damage 
resulting from negligent stowage (s), (though it throws the 
bnrden of proving such negligence on the shipper {()), nor 
from liability for damage to goods from the leakage, ^c, of 
other goods (u). 

Cote 1. — Goods were shipped, '*to be free of breakage, leakage, or 
damage." On di^^charge the goods were found damaged by oiL There 
was no oil in the car^o, but oil was used in the donkey-engine in an 
adjacent part of the ship. Eddy that the exception did not relieve the 
owner from liability for the nec^ligence of his pervants, but threw the burden 
of proving such negligence on the shipper (i). 

Case 2. — Sugar was shipped, ^' not liable for leakage." It was damaged 
by leakage from other su^^r which accumulated owing to insufficient 
means of drainage. EM^ that the accumulation of leakage was the cause 
of the damage, and that the exception did not cover this (cc). 

Case 3. — Palm-baskets and barrels of oil were shipped, '^ not accountable 
for rust, ieakasce, or breakage." The oil leaked and dama^^ed the palm- 
baskets. Edd^ the exception only covered the leakage of the oil, and not 
the damage to the baskets, by such leakage (y). 



Artide 87.— Fire. 



This exception by itself will only protect against fires not 
caused by the shipowner's negligence, as in stowing cargo 
improperly, but it will throw the burden of proving such 
negligence on the shipper (t). 

If a fire results from spontaneous combustion, due to the 
dangerous condition of the goods, of which the shipowner 
could not reasonably know, this exception will protect him, 
but shippers of other goods damaged will have their remedy 
against the shippers of the dangerous goods (z). 

Fire caused by lightning will be an ^^ act of G-od." 



(5) PhilUps v. Clark (1857), 2 C. B., N. S. 156, see per Willes, J. 

(t) As in Czech v. General Steam Co, (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 14. 

(tt) The Nepoter (1869), L. R. 2 A. & E. 375 ; ThHft v. Toule (1877), L. R. 
2 0. P. D. 432. This source of liability is often met by an exception of *' contact 
with or smell or evaporation or taint from other goods ;" or *' injnrioiu effects 
from other goods." 

(jxs) The Nepoter (1869), L. R. 2 A. & £. 375. Case 3 shows that the exception 
did not coyer the damage by leakage, even without accumulation. 

(y) ThHft V. Youle (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 432. 

(z) See ante. Article 31. The special exceptions ''spontaneous combustion, 
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Article 88. — Barratry of Master or Mariners. 

This exception covers any wilful act of wrong done by the 
master or mariners against the ship and goods, though with 
the intention of benefiting the shipowner. Barratry of the 
mariners includes any crime or fraud causing loss of or 
damage to the goods, committed by them under such cir- 
cumstances that they could not reasonably have been 
prevented by the owner or the master. 

Acts to the best of a man's judgment, though erroneous, 
or through hcoiest incompetence, or illegal acts done by the 
owner's instructions, or acts whose commission has only been 
rendered possible by the owner's negligence in appointing a 
drunken or incapable captain (a), will not come under the 
exception ** barratry " (6). 

The following acts are barratrous : — 

Boring holes in a ship to scuttle it (c) ; illegal trading with 
the enemy, or smuggling (d) ; intentional breach of port rules, 
so that the ship is forfeited or detained (e) ; intentional breach 
of blockade without owner's authority (j) ; fraudulent devia- 
tions from course {g). 

The following acts are not barratrous : — 

Deviation, unless accompanied by fraud or crime (K) ; £Gulure 



baming from heat of madunery," are ■ometimes foimd ; as also an exception 
protecting the shipowner against fire, at any time while the goods are in his 
cnstody, whether afloat or ashore. The exception ^ fire on board," does not 
relieve the shipowners from the liability for general average contribution to the 
owner of goods damaged by water used in extinguishing a fire on board. Schmidt 
V. BoyaH Mail Co. (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 646. 

(a) See per Brett., L. J., 10 Q. B. D. 532. 

(6) Amonld on Marine Insurance, 5th ed. p. 761 ; Lord Hardwicke, in Lewiny. 
Suasso there cited. Lord EUenborough, in Earle v. Sowcroft (1806), 8 East, at 
p. 139 ; Atkinson v. G. Wl Insurance Co. (1872), 27 L. T. 103 (Am.) 

(c) The Chaaca (1875), L. R. 4 A. & E. 446 ; lonidea v. Fender (1873), 27 L. T. 
244. 

(d) Earle v. Bowcroft (1806), 8 East. 126 ; Hamelock v. Handtt (1789), 3 T. B. 
277 ; Pipon v. Cope (1808), 1 Camp. 434. 

{e) Knight v. Cambridge, cited 8 East 135; Bobertson v. Ewer (1786), 1 T. B. 
127. 

(/) Goldschmidt v. Whitmore (1811), 3 Taunt. 508. 

(Sr) Boss V. Bunter (1790), 4 T. R. 33. 

(A) Earle v. Bowcroft, vide supra; Phyn v. Boyal Exchange Co. (1798), 7 T. R. 
505. 
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to obBerve rules of navigation, witliont frand, though such 
failnre is by statute to be taken as, wilful default (t) ; stowing 
goods on deck, in spite of shipper's remonstrance (A;). 



Article 89. — Negligence of the Master^ Mariners^ and other 

Servants of the Shipowner (J). 

The tendency of the Courts is to construe this and similar 
exceptions strongly against the shipowner ; they will not 
protect him from the consequences of his own personal 
negligence, an in negligently appointing a drunken or in- 
competent captain, or in negligently giving orders that no 
pilot should be employed (m). 

This exception, or any other will not apply, unless clearly 
worded to that effect, to relieve the shipowner from the con- 
sequences of a breach of his implied undertaking {n) that 
the ship should be seaworthy at starting (o). 

Case 1. — Cargo was shipped, under an exception, " negligence or defeult 
of master or mariners or others performing their duties." Through care- 
less stowage by master and crew the car^o was damaged. EM, the 
exception freed the shipowner from liability (jp). Submitted^ that it 
would not have done so, if the stowage had made the ship unsea worthy at 
starting (o). 

Case 2.---Sugar was shipped under an exception of " loss from any act, 
neglect, or default of the pilot, master, or mariners on navigating the ship " 
. . . '^ the captain, officers, and crew of the vessel in the transmission of 
the goods, as between the shipper and the ship shall he considered the agents 
of the shipper." The sugar was negligently stowed. Edd, by Denman, J., 



(0 Qrill V. General Colliery Co, (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 600, at p. 610. 

(A) Atkins(m v. G, W, Insurance Co. {Am.) (1872), 27 L. T. 103. 

(/) This exception assumes various forms. See Note 1. 

(m) Per Brett, L.J., 10 Q. B. D. 532. See lalso Worms v. Storey (1855)* 
11 Ex. at p. 430 (repairs) ; GHll v. General Colliery Co, (1868), L. R. 1 C. P. 600, 
3 C. P. 476, at p. 481 (navigation) ; Laurie v. D(Mglas (1846), 15 M. & W. 746 
(management of cargo) : discussed in Notara v. Henderson (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 
at p. 236. 

(n) Steel v. State Line Co, (1878), 3 App. C. 72 ; and Article 29. 

(o) See The Glenfruin (1885), 10 P. D. 103 ; where though ** accidents to 
machinery " were excepted in the bill of lading, loss caused by the breaking of a 
crankshaft through a latent flaw, not discoverable by diligence on the part of the 
shipowner, was held not within the exception ; Tattersall v. National Steam 
Ship Co. (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 297 ; and Leuw v. Dudgeon (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 17 
note, where cattle were shipped under a bill of lading containing the exception, 
''the owners will not be liable for any loss arising from suffocation or other 
causes to cattle." Cattle were lost through suffocation, resulting from the ship's 
capsizing through insufficient ballast being provided, through owner's negligence. 
Seldf that this prevented the exception from applying. And see Note 2. 

(p) Tfie Duero (1869), L. R. 2 A. & E. 393. 
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that the damage did not occur '' in navigating the ship" ; by the Court of 
Appeal that the damag^, resulting from the act of the stevedore, was not 
within the exception (g-), 

Note 1. — ^The original form of this exception was " loss or 
damage arising from collision or other accidents of navigation 
occasioned by default of the master or crew." But this was 
held not to free the shipowner from actual negligence of his 
servants (r). It now takes various forms ; e.g. ** act, neglect 
or default of the pilot, master, or mariners, or other servants of 
the shipowner;" engineers, stokers, and stevedores are some- 
times expressly included ; and the exception sometimes also 
covers " any person for whose conduct the owners would other- 
wise be responsible, whether on board this or any other vessel " ; 
or ** on any other ship belonging to or chartered by the com- 
pany " («). The exception sometimes applies to " navigation," 
sometimes to " navigation and management," or " navigation or 
otherwise ;" or ** providing, despatching, or navigating the ship 
or otherwise;" or "whether such neglect do occur before or 
during the voyage, or at the port of discharge." This form of 
clause is frequently combined with the exception expressly nega- 
tiving the implied undertaking of seaworthiness (/). It some- 
times concludes, " it being agreed that the captain, officers, and 
crew in transmission of the goods, as between shipper, owner, 
and consignee thereof, and shipowners, are to be considered ser- 
vants of such shipper, owner, or consignee." The following 
clause has lately been used as a compromise, viz., '* Btrandings 
and collisions and all losses occasioned thereby are excepted, 
even when occasioned by negligence, default or error in judg- 
ment of the pilot, master, or mariners and other servants of the 
shipowner, but nothing herein contained shall exempt the ship- 
owner from liability to pay for damage to cargo caused by bad 
stowage, by improper or insufficient dunnage or ventilation, or 
by improper opening of valves, sluices, and ports." 

Note 2. — ^It is not quite clear how far " negligence in navi- 
gating the ship " covers bad stowage, or negligence before the 
starting of the ship. In The Warkworth (u) ; a negligent in- 
spection of the steam-steering gear by an overlooker on shore, 
whereby the ship steered badly and did damage, was held 
""improper navigation" within 25 & 26 Vict.'c. 63, s. 64, which 
limits the owner's liability, and Bowen, L.J., defined it as 
" improper navigation by the owner of the ship or his agents, 
including using a ship which is not in a condition to be so 
employed." In Good v. London Mutual Association (x), leaving 
a sea-cock and bilge-cock open whereby seawater entered the 

(q) Hayn v. Culliford (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 410 ; 4 C. P. D. 182. 

(r) See note (m) ante, p. 166. 

(s) To meet Chartered Bank v. Netherlands Co. (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 521. 

(t) Vide ante, note to Article 29. 

(m) (1884), L. R. 9 P. D. 20, 145. 

(a?) (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 563. 
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hold, was Held *' improper navigaticm " within a club insnranoe 

Solioy ; Willes, J., defining the phiaee as *' aQmething improperly 
one with the ship or part of the ship in the conrse cf the 
voyage." Being asked arguendo whether bad stowage wonld be 
improper nayigation, WiUes, J., said, ^ Certainly, unless ia a 
port where stevedores are employed" Tthe qnalmcation being 
the point taken by the Court of Appeal m Ha^ y. CuUi/ard (y), 
while M. Smith, J., qualified this as ** bad stowage which affects 
the safe sailing of the ship." This seems to point to the 
principle of the Hie OlenfrtUn (z). Bad stowage by the master 
or crew, not affecting the seaworthiness of tiie ship, would, 
it is submitted, be ** improper navigation " within the exception, 
as would other negligent acts in preparing for or ending the 
voyage : see Laurie v. Douglas (a). 

Note S. — The exception, .*' cU merckanfs ritik" in a clause for 
the benefit of the shipowner, has been held to cover any damage 
done by the negligence of the master or crew acting as agents 
of the shipowner, as in cases of improper jettison, or collision or 
stranding arising from negligence, but not to cover any damage 
done by master or crew acting in case of necessity as agents of 
the cargo-owner, as in a case of a proper jettison, giving rise to 
a general average contribution (5). 



Article 90. — Jettison. 



This exception will cover all claims made under the bill 
of lading and arising from the improper jettison of goods 
properly stowed ; sembhy that it will not cover claims arising 
out of the jettison of goods improperly stowed (e). 

Submitted, that it will not cover any claims for a general 
average contribution arising from proper jettisons of 
goods (d). 

Article 91. — Operation of Exceptions. 

The arrival of the ship {e) coupled with failure to deliver 
the goods, is pima facie evidence of negligence in the ship- 

(2/) Hayn t. Odtiford (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 410 ; 4 C. P. D. 182. 

\z) See note (o) antey p. 166. 

(a) See note'(m) ante^ p. 166. 

(6) BuHon V. English (1883), L. Q. 12 Q. B. D. 218. 

(c) Newall v. Royal Exchange Co. (1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868, sed qussre, when 
the improper stowage is not the cause of the jettison. This case is now under 
appeal to the House of Lords. See also Article 110. 

(d) On authority of Schmidt v. Moyal Mail Co. (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 646; 
Crooks T. Allany (1879), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 38. 

(e) The non-arrival of the ship is not evidence of negligence at all. Boyaon v. 
Wilson (1816), 1 Stark. 236. 
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owner (/). The shipowrier mast show that the real cause of 
the loss was one of the exceptions in the bill of lading, in 
order to free himself (/). 

If he makes a prima fousie case to this effect, the shipper 
must then disprove it by shewing that the real cause of the 
loss was something not covered by the exceptions: and 
unless he can prove this clearly, the shipowner will be 
protected (^). 

Exceptions in the bill of lading will not affect the rights 
and liabilities of shipper and shipowner as to general average 
contributions (A), unless they are clearly intended to do 

BO (i). 

Ccue 1. — Gk>ods shipped under a bill of lading, excepting *' perils of the 
sea," were lost on the voyage. The shippers proved non-delivery, and it 
was admitted that the goods were lost by collision. Hdd, that as collision 
is not a peril of the sea, but only collision without negligence of either ship, 
the shipowners had not made even a primd facie case of cause of loss 
within the exceptions, and were therefore liable (/). 

Case 2. — Gk)ods were shipped, *' to be free from leakage or damage." 
On discharge the goods were found damaged by oil. There was no oil in 
the cargo, but oil was used in the donkey engine in an adjacent part of the 
ship. EM, that the exception did not relieve the owner from liability 
for the negligence of his servants, but threw the burden of proving such 
negligence on the shipper (Je), 



Article 92. — Who eon 8ue for faUtire to carry Goods safely. 

I. In tort, there can sue : — 
All who have any proprietary interest in the goods, 
whether or not they are parties to the bill of lading. 
The consignee of goods will be deemed to have such 
a property unless the contrary appear (Z). 

(/) The Xantho (1886), C. A. June 9, not yet reported, except in 2 Times L. R. 
704. Now under appeal to the House of Lords. Where goods are delivered 
damaged, see as to the burden of proof. Article 52. 

(g) The Norway (1865), 3 Moore, P. C, N. S. 245 ; Muddle v. Stride (1840), 
9 C. & P. 380. Czech r. General Steam Co, (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 14. See also 
Wiaiams v. Dobbie (1884), 11 Sc. Sess. Cases, 4th Series, 982. 

(h) Schmidt V. Jioyal M<ul S,S, Co. (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 646 ; Crooks v. 
Allan (1879), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 38. 

(») Kg. ^ That the master, owner or agents of the vessel shall not be responsible 
either as carriers, or as contributors to general average, for any loss or injury to 
the said goods, occurring from any of the causes above-mentioned." 

(^) Czech V. General Steam Co. (1867), vide supra. 

(0 Coleman v. LambeH (1839), 5 M. & W. 502, at p. 505; I^ron8(m t. JDent 
(1853), 8 Moore, P. C. 419. 
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The nominal shipper cannot sue in tort if he ships 
merely as agent for the real owner (m). 
II. In contract, there can sue : — 

(1.) The shipper, unless he acted merely as agent for 
another, in which case the principal can sue {n), 
the agent cannot (m). 

(2.) Any person to whom by indorsement and delivery 
of the bill of lading, or by indorsement followed 
by delivery of the goods, the absolute property 
in the goods has passed (o). 

(3.) The consignee named in the bill of lading if the 
property has passed to him by such consign- 
ment (o). 



Article 93. — Who can he medfor negligent carriage of the 

Ooods. 

I. The oumer. — 1. In tort, if he is or was in possession of 
the goods by his agents, there being no charter amounting 
to a demise (p) ; 2. in contracty by any person with whom he 
has contracted, or by the assignees of such person. 

II. The charterer, — 1. In tort, if he is or was in possession 
of the goods, his charter amounting to a demise (p) ; 2. in 
contract, by any person with whom he has contracted, or 
the assigns of such person. 

III. The master. — 1. In tort, if he is or was in possession 
of the goods ; 2. in contract, by any person to whom he has 
made himself personally liable on a contract. 

The shipper or person entitled to sue can sue either the 
master, or the owner or charterer, but not both. ,If he has 
obtained judgment against the master, he cannot further sue 
the owner or charterer for the same cause {cj). 



(m) Mwyre t. Hoppers (1807), 2 B. & P. N. R. 411. 

(n) Anderson v. C/ar* (1824), 2 Bing. 20 ; Fragano v. Zo»igr(1825), 4 B. & C. 219. 

(o) 18 & 19 Vict. c. iii., s. 3, and Article 75. For cases before the Act on the 
ability of consignees to sue in contract : see TroMon y. Dent, vide supra j Sargent 
V. Morris (1820), 3 B. & A. 277. 

(v) See Article 2. 

(qj Priestly v. Fernie, 3 H. & C. 977 (1865); Leslie v. WUson, 6 Moore, Ex. 
415 (1821). 
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SECTION VII. 

The Pbbfobmanoe of the Contbaot. — The Voyage. 
Article 94.—" Final Sailing " (a). 

A VESSEL has finally sailed when she has left her port of 
loading (or her last port of call in the United Kingdom) Q)\ 
ready for her voyage, and with the purpose of proceeding on 
her voyage without any intention of coming back (c), 

Tlie fEict that she is towed and has no sail set, or that she 
is driven back into port by a storm will not prevent her 
having " finally sailed " (o). Bat if her clearances are not 
on board, or she is not ready for sea, the fact that she has 
left the port will not constitute final sailiog {d). 

The term ^' port " is to be taken in its business, popular, 
and commercial sense (c), and not in its legal definition for 
revenue or pilotage purposes {e). 

Case 1.— A ship was chartered, the owners to receive one-third of the 
freight within eight days, " from final sailing from her last port in the 



(a) Whether a vessel has <* finally sailed " may be of importance as to the pay- 
ment of " advance freight." 

(6) '< Sailing ** in insurance cases, where there is a warranty to sail before a 
particular day, has been held to be ^' breaking ground," i.e., leaving her moorings 
ready for sea, though not leaving port ; see Parke, B., in Boelandtta v. Harrison 
(1854), 9 Ex. at p. 456, Arnould, 5th ed. 598-608. 

(c) Price v. Livingstone (1882), t. R. 9 Q. B. D. 679 ; Roehandts v. Harrison 
(1854), 9 Ex. 444; 8, 8. Garston v. Hickie (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 580. 

(d) Thompson v. GiUespy (1855), 5 E. & B. 209; Hudson v. BiUon (1856), 
6 £. & B. 565. 

(e) On the other hand, in Caffarini v. Walher (1876), 10 Ir. L. R. C. L. 250, 
and Mcintosh v. Sinclair (1877), 11 Ir. Rep. 0. L. 456, the "port of Newry," 
was taken in its legal and fiscal sense, and not as a geographical expression on the 
distinction. See also Nicholson v. Williams (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 632. In 
Nielsen v. Wait (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 516, the "port of Gloucester" seems to be 
taken as the legal or fiscal port. In 8, 8, Oarston v. Hickie, vide supra^ 
Brett, M.R., says, " the port may extend beyond the place of loading and unload- 
ing ; if the port authorities are exercising authority over ships within a certain 
space of water, and shipowners are submitting to that jurisdiction, that is the 
strongest evidence that that space of water is accepted as the commercial port." 



/ 
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United Kingdom.*' She was loaded at Fenarth, and towed out eight miles, 
bringing her three miles into the Bristol Channel, outside the commercial, 
but inside the fiscal port of Cardiff. She then cast anchor, owing to 
threatening weather. A storm aruse, which drove her ashore within the 
oommercisd port of Cardiff. Held, that she had finally sailed from her last 
port, so as to entitle the owners to an advance of one-third of the 
freight (J). 

Case 2. — A ship being loaded and cleared^ came into the roads and cast 
anchor three miles from X. harbour, not intending to return. The shrouds 
and cables were not ready for sailing, bills of lading were not signed, and 
the mate was not on board. She was lost the same day, l^fore the 
deficiencies were supplied. Hdd^ she had not finally sailed (g}. 



ArUde 95. — Masier'a Authority on the Voy<ige. 

The master on the voyage occapies a double position ; 
he has the duty, on behalf of the shipowners, of doing what is 
necessary to carry ont the contract (A), and of taking reason- 
able care of the goods entrusted to him, his first duty to the 
goods owner being to carry on the caigo safely in the same 
bottom (f), and he has also, if extraordinary steps are neces- 
sary, such as sale (]c)y borrowing money on bottomry (2), 
salvage agreements (m), transhipment (n)^ jettison (o), devia- 
tion or delay (j>), the power to bind his owners, if such steps 
are shown to be necessary, and if there was no possibility 
of communication with his owners. 

He can also bind the charterer by his actions in doing what 
is necessary on the charterer's part to carry out the contract, 
but not beyond, unless by express instructions (j). 

(f ) Price T. Livingstone (1882), L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 679. In Soelandts v. 
Harrison, v.s., and 8. 8, Qarston v. Hickie, v.s., the port was also the port of 
Cardiff, the ship in each case was ready to sail, and in her way to sea, but had not 
got outside the commercial port. 

(g) Thompson t. Gilkspy (1855), 5 £. & B. 209 ; see also Hudson v. Baton 
(1856), 6 E. & B. 565. 

(K) The Turgot (1886), 11 P. D. 21 ; The Beeswing (1885), 53 L. T. 554. 

(0 The Eamburg (1864), B. & L. 253, see p. 272 ; The Gratitudine (1801), 
8 C. Rob. 240 ; Notara v. Henderson (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 225, et post. 
Article 101. 

(k) See Australasian 8. Nav, Co. t. Morse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222 ; et 
Articles 102, 104. . 

(/) See The Kamak (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 505, et Articles 105, 106, post, 

(m) The Benpor (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 115, and Article 121. 

(n) The 8oblomsten (1866), L. R. 1 A. & E. 293, and Article 103. 

(o) Burton v. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218, and Article 107. 

(jp) See Articles 99, 100. 

(g) The Turgot (1886), 11 P. D. 21 ; The Beeswing (1885), 53 L. T. 554. 
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Thus the captain is the agent of the owners in proYiding 
tlioBe necessaries for the voyage which by the terms of the 
cliarter are to be paid for by the owners, or necessaries for 
tlie ship's sailing, where it is to the interest of the owners that 
tlie ship should sail (r) : he is the agent of the charterers for 
providing those necessaries for the voyage which are by the 
charter to be paid for by the charterers, as coal (s). 

The duty of protecting the interests of the cargo owner 
may devolve upon the master, from his possession of the 
goods ; in this case, if his action was necessary, and there 
was no possibility of communication with the cargo owner^ 
the action of the master will bind the cargo owner (t)y as in 
salvage agreements (u), sale (x), borrowing money on reipon- 
dentia (y), transhipment (z), jettison (a), delay or devia- 
tion Q>). The master is always the appointed agent for the 
ship ; he is in special cases of necessity the involuntary agent 
for the cargo owner ; but the foundation of his authority is 
the prospect Q>) of benefit, direct or indirect, to the cargo 
owner. Thus he may sell part of the cargo to carry on the 
rest, but may not sell the whole cargo unless it cannot pro- 
fitably be carried further. He may not repair the ship at 
the sole expense of the cargo without reasonable prospect 
of benefit to such cargo, and such a prospect would not exist 
in the case of goods not injured by delay (c). 



(r) Thus where the owners were to receiye time freight, and the ship was 
detained through failure of the charterers to supply coal as per charter, it was 
held that the master had no authority to bind the owners bj his orders for coal, 
as the owners gained nothing by expediting the sailing of the ship : The Turgot 
(1886), 11 P. D. 21. See also CiUzerCs Bank y. Wendeim (1886), 2 Times L. R. 240. 

(s) The Beeswing (1885), 53 L. T. 554. 

(Q The Chratiiudmej vide supra, and see Articles 96, 97, 98. 

(tt) ITie JRenpor (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 115, and Article 121. 

(x) See Aiutralasian S. Nov, Co. v. Morse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222, et Articles 
102, 104. 

Of) The Onward, L. R. 4 Adm. 38 (1873) ; Kleinwort y. Cassa Marittma^ L. R. 
2 App. C. 156 (1877), and Articles 104-106. 

(jb) The Sobhmsten (1866), L. R. 1 A. & £. 293, and Article 103. 

(a) Burton y. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218, and Article 107. 

(6) The fact that the cargo ultimately deriyes no benefit is immaterial, if there 
was a reasonable prospect of it : Benson y. Chapman (1848), 2 H. L. C. 696, at 
p. 720. 

(c) The Onward, o.s., at pp. 57, 58 ; see also per Brett^ M.R., and Bowen, L. J., 
in the Fontida (1884), 9 P. D. at p. 180 ; Ute GraiitwUne (1801), 3 C. Rob. at 
pp. 257, 261. 
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Article 96. — Master* a (mthority, whence derived. 

The authority of the master in the absence of express 
instnictions to deal with the ship and goods in a manner not 
consistent with the ordinary carrying out of the contract, as 
by selling the goods, throwing them overboard, or pledging 
them for advances of money, depends on two circumstances : — 

1. The necessity of the action : (Art. 97). 

2. The impossibility of communicating with his principals, 
whether goods-owners or shipowners : (Art. 98). 



Article 97. — Necessity. 

Action will be necessary if it is apparently the best course 
for a prudent man to take in the interests of the adventure (e2). 
The mere fact that the master acts in good faith is not 
sufficient («). 

Thus, if money can be obtained &om the shipowner's or cargo 
owner's agent in the port, or raised on personal credit, the 
master will not be justified in binding the ship or cargo by a 
bottomry bond ; but there will be necessity for such a course of 
action if the carriage of the cargo cannot be completed with 
profit to the cargo owner, without raising money on security of 
the cargo (/). 

So, also, if damaged wool can either be sold as it is, or can be 
dried, repacked, and sent on, but at a cost to the owner dearly 
exceeding any possible value of it when so treated, the com- 
mercial necessity for the sale will arise ; but if the goods can 
be carried on and delivered in a merohantable state, though 
damaged, the master will not be justified in selling (^). 

Where such a necessity of dealing with the cargo arises, the 
captain in dealing with the cargo acts as the agent of the cargo 
owner (K) ; if np such necessity exists (t), or if the necessity 



{d) The OnvHxrdj vide supra, at p. 58 ; AtUmiic Insurance Co. v. ffuth (1880), 
L. R. 16 Ch. D. 474, at p. 481. 

(e) Tronson v. Dent (1863), 8 Moore P. C. at pp. 448, et seq. ; but the owner 
may be liable for an erroneous, though bond fide, use of the master's discretion : 
Ewbank v. NutHng (1849), 7 C. B. 797. 

(/) I%e Onioard, vide supra, 

(g) See note (ar) ante, p. 173. 

(A) Burton v. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218. 

(t) As in the case of improper jettison or sale. 
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arises from wrongful acts or omissions on the part of the ship- 
owner (j)y or if the captain professes to act for the shipowner («) 
lie will m treated as the agent of the shipowner (Z). 



Artiele 98. — C(m,rnAjmeation with Owners. 

The master, before dealing with the cargo in a manner 
not contemplated in the contract, must, if possible (m), com- 
municate with the owners of the cargo as to what should be 
done. For the master's authority to bind the cargo owners 
rests upon the fact that the circumstances require immediate 
action in the interests of the cargo, and nobody but the 
master can decide what shall be done in time to take sach 
immediate action. If the cargo owners can be communi- 
cated with and can give directions in time, the necessity for 
the master's action does not arise {n). 

The possibility of communication must be estimated by 
consideration of the facts rendering immediate action neces- 
sary, the distance of the master from the cargo owners, and 
his means of communicating with them, the cost and risk 
incidental to the delay resulting from the attempt to make 
such communication, and the probability of failure after 
every exertion should have been made (o). 

Sach communication need only be made when an answer 
can be obtained from the cargo owners, or there is reasonable 
expectation that it can be obtained, before it becomes neces- 
sary to take action. If there are reasonable grounds for such 
an expectation, the master should use every means in his 
power to obtain such an answer. He is bound to employ the 



(/) As in the case of jettison resulting from improper stowage on deck : Newall 
T. Royal Exchange 8, Co, (1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868. 

(k) As in cases of transhipment, in which the captain does not abandon the 
shipovmer's voyage, and forward the goods in the interests of the cargo owner, 
but continues the voyage in another ship in the interests of the shipowner and to 
earn freight for him. 

(/) Neicall V. Royal Exchange S, Co.y vide supra. 

(m) Such communication is practically impossible in the cases of jettison and 
salvage agreements at sea. 

(n) The Hamburg (1863), 2 Moore, P. C, N. S. at p. 323, explaining The 
Bonaparte (1853), 8 Moore, P. C. 459. 

(o) The Kamak (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. at p. 513 ; ITie Onward (1873), L. R. 
4 Adm. 38. 
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telegraph where it can be usefully employed^ but the state 
and management of the particular telegraph, and the pro- 
bability of correct transmission of messages by it are all to 
be considered (p). 

The information famished must be full, and must include 
a statement of any measures, such as sale, raising money 
on bottomry, &c., which the master proposes to take (y). 

If the master communicates and receives instructions, he 
is bound to follow them, if consistent with his duty to the 
shipowner ; if he communicates and receives no instructions 
he may take such action as appears necessary (r) ; if he can 
communicate and does not do so, he cannot justifiably take 
any action on behalf of the cargo owners (a). 

Com 1. — A vessel belonging to Hambui^, duriiig her voyage from South 
America to London with a cargo belonging to English owners, but not 
perishable, put into St. Thomas to repair. Mails left St. Thomas iat 
London every fortnight, taking fourteen days on the journey. The master 
made no attempt to communicate with the consignees, but three months 
after arrival gave a bottomry bond on ship, freight and cargo for the cost of 
repairs. Edd^ that the bond was invalid against the cargo owners, as the 
master had not consulted them, though he had reasonable opportunities of 
so doing (3). 

Case 2. — ^A timber laden vessel bound to England put into the Mauritius 
for repairs on June 11. The master placed the ship in the hands of 
Messrs. B., who, without attempting to raise money on the personal credit 
of the shipowners, proposed a bottomry bond on ship, freight and carga 
On July 29, the master communicated this proposal to shipowners, and 
communicated the need of repairs, but not the bottomry, to the cargo 
owners, who did not hear of the proposal till September 8, too late to 
prevent the proposal being carried into effect. Held, the bond was invalid 
against the cargo, both because there was no necessity for it, the cargo not 
being a perishable one, and because the master had &dled to communicate 
with the cargro owners (t). 

Case 3. — ^Wool was shipped from X. to Z., forty-five miles from X. The 
ship was wrecked, the cai^o transhipped and brought back to X. It was 
there found damaged by transhipment, dirty, and wet, and it began to 
heat, Lloyd's agent, on Saturday, December 23, advised an immediate 
sale, which was fixed for Tuesday, December 26. There were twenty-three 
owners of the wool, most of them at Z., 900 miles from X. ; no letter 
could reach them in time ; there was a telegraph, but owing to the inter- 
vention of Sunday and Christmas Day, and the mercantile habits of Z. the 
jury foimd communication by telegraph impossible. Edd^ a case was 
made out entitiing the master to sell {u), 

(p) Australasian 8. Namgatton Co, v. Morse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222. 

(q) The Onward, t).s. ; Kleinwort v. Cassa MariUima (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 156. 

(r) The Kamak (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 505. 

(5) The Hamburg (1863), 2 Moore, P. C, N. S., 289. 

(t) The Onward (1873), L. R. 4 Adm. 38. 

(tt) Australasian Steam Navigation Co, v. Morse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222. 
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Article 99. — Master^ s duty to proceed toithovt deviation. 

In the absence of express stipulation the owner of a vessel, 
wliether a general ship or chartered for a special voyage, 
impliedly undertakes to proceed without unnecessary (x) 
deviation in the usual and customary manner (y). 

Deviation necessary to save life will be allowed to the 
sliipowner ; deviation only necessary to save property will 
not be allowed (z). 

To tow another vessel even in the course of the chartered 
voyage will constitute a breach of the implied contract ; to 
communicate with a ship in distress will not, as the distress 
may involve danger to life (z). 

The shipowner will be liable for any damage to the 
charterer or cargo owner, which occurs on or results from 
an unnecessary deviation (a). 

Note. — ^Express stipulations limiting this implied contract are 
now usually introduced into charters and Idll of lading, e, g. : — 

" The owners reserve to themselves liberty for the steamer to 
sail with or without pilots, to tow and be towed, and to assist 
vessels in all situations : to proceed to the above port of desti- 
nation, vid any port or ports, in any order or rotation, and for 
any purpose, whether in or out of the advertised route, and to 
touch at any port or ports more than once without the same 
being considered a deviation, whatever may be the reason for 
calling at, or entering such port or ports ;" or 

*• With liberty to call at any ports in any order, to sail with- 
out pilots, and to tow and assist vessels in distress, and to 
deviate for the purpose of saving life or property ;" or 

" With liberty to call at any ports on the way for coaling or 
other necessary purposes, to sail without pilots, and to tow and 
assist vessels in distress, and to deviate for the purpose of saving 
life." 

And '* liberty to tow and assist vessels in all situations." 
This latter clause will protect a ship in towing oflf a stranded 
vessel, though no life is in danger, and though the vessel towing 



(a?) See post, Article 100. 

(y) Davis v. Garrett (1830), 6 Bing. 716; Scaramanga v. Stamp (1880), 
5 C. P. D. 295 (C.A.) See also Max v. Roberts (1810), 12 East, 89 ; EUis v. 
Turner (1800), 8 T. R. 531. On the implied undertakings in the contract of 
affreightment, see Articles 28-30. 

(«) Scaramanga v. Stamp, vide supra* 

(a) Davis v. Garrett, vide supra ; compare Ne>caU v. Royal Exchange 8, Co^ 
(1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868. 

N 
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is wrecked and her cargo lost: Stuart v. British and African 
Navigation Co. (6). 

In that case the question was raised as to the extent to which 
this clause protected the shipowner in towing or deviating, but 
the Court professed themselves unable to give any answer. It 
is submitted that the same double undertaking will exist as in 
the case of Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. (c) ; and the 
shipowner will not be allowed to undertake such deviations or 
towage as would frustrate the commercial purposes of the ad- 
venture. 

Case 1. — A ship was chartered to convey lime from X. to Z. She un- 
necessarily deviated from the usual course, and during such deviation the 
lime suffered damage by raiu. Heid, that the charterer was entitled to 
recover such damage from the shipowner (d). 

. Case 2. — ^A ship was chartered to proceed from X. to Z. ; on her voyage 
she went to the assistance of a vessel in distress, and agreed to tow her to 
Y. (out of her course) ; while thus towing she was wrecked. The jury 
found the deviation not reasonably necessary to save life, but reasonably 
necessary to save property. Held, that such a deviation was unjustifiable, 
and that the cargo-owners could recover against the shipowner (e). 



Article 100. — Master^s authority to delay and deviate in 

eases of necessity. 

If a master receives credible information that if he con- 
tinues in the direct course of his voyage his ship or its cargo 
will be exposed to some imminent peril, as by hostile capture, 
pirates, icebergs, or other dangers of navigation, he will be 
justified in reasonable delay to ascertain the nature of the 
danger, and reasonable delay or deviation to avoid it, or 
to consult his owners, if communication with them is pos- 
sible (/). It is not necessary that the danger should be 
common to ship and cargo : it will be sufficient if it affects 
either of them (ff), 

(6) (1875), 32 L. T. 257. 

(c) (1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 125, and see Article 30. 

Id) Davis v. GarreU (1830), 6 Bing. 716. 

(e) Scaramanga v. Stamp (1880), L. R. 5 C. P. D. 295. 

U)The Teutonia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171, at p. 179 ; The San Boman (1873), 
L. R. 5 P. C. 301 ; The WUhelm Schmidt (1871), 25 L. T. 34 ; The Express (1872), 
3 L. R. Adm. 597 ; The Beinrich (1871), 3 L. R. Adm. 424 ; Pole v. Cetmitch 
(1860), 9 C. B., N. S. 430. Where the danger was foreseen by the shipowner, who 
after consideration gave his master orders to pursue a certain course, the master 
has no power to deviate from that course in consequence of that danger : The 
Roebuck (1874), 31 L. T. 274. 

(jj) The Teutonia^ vide supra. 
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If the master delays or deviates unreasonably, or to a 
greater extent than a prudent man under the circumstances 
^^ould adopt, the cargo-owner's position depends on whether 
tlie delay is so unreasonable as to put an end to the contract 
from a commercial point of view. If it is, the goods owner 
"wiil be justified in requiring his goods at the port of delay 
without payment of any freight (A) ; if it is unreasonable, 
but not so much so as from a commercial point of view to 
put an end to the contract, the cargo-owner's remedy will be 
an action for damages (^). 

If the delay or deviation is reasonable, the charterer 
cannot require the goods short of the port of destination, 
without the payment of full freight (A). 

Case 1. — A Prussian ship with a contraband cargo was chartered from X. 
to an English port for orders ; thence to any safe port in England or the 
continent between Havre and Hamburg ; she received orders to proceed to 
Dunkirk, and had arrived off that port on June 16, when she was informed 
that war had broken out between France and Prussia. The captain sailed 
to the Downs to inquire, and anchored there on June 17 (Sunday) ; on the 
18th the shipowner ordered him not to go into Dunkirk ; on the 19th he 
put into Dover, and there was informed that war between France and 
Prussia, imminent from the lOth of June, had been declared on the 19th. 
Heldj that putting back to the Downs to obtain information, and the delay 
till the 19th were justifiable, and that the goods owners could not obtain 
their goods at Dover, without payment of full freight Q). 

Case 2. — CJoffee was shipped on a German ship, xmder a bill of lading, 
containing only an exception of perils of the seas, from America to 
Hamburg. Near Falmouth the master was informed that war had broken 
out between France and Germany, and he accordingly put in to F. on 
August 23. Hamburg was then blockaded by the French fleet, and re- 
mained blockaded tiU September 18. During all that time and until 
November 7, the English Channel and North Sea were rendered unsafe 
by French cruisers. On September 18, when the blockade was raised, 
the goods owner offered full freight for the goods delivered either at F. or 



(A) See, however, The Patria (1871), L. R. 3 Adm. 436, at p. 464, on which 
see note (m), post : per contra^ see Castel v. Trechmann (1884), 1 C. & £. 276. 

(0 See Articles 28, 30. 

(A) The Teutonia, vide supra. 

(0 The Teutonia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171. The San Boman, The ffeinrich. 
The Express, and The Wilhelm Schmidt, vide supra., all arose out of similar circum- 
stances, and in effect decide that reasonable apprehension of capture juftifies delay 
or deviation. The latter part of the decision in the Teutonia can be supported 
either on the ground in the judgment, that the master was entitled to delay for a 
reasonable time by fear of capture, and could not be required to abandon his 
voyage without the payment of full freight; or on the ground that as the 
charterers had not named a port which could safely be entered, the fulfilment of 
the voyage was prevented by their failure to name a " safe port," and therefore 
the master was entitled to full freight. See post. Article 139. 

N 2 
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at Hamburg. The master refused to proceed to Hamburg, on the ground 
of the danger of capture, and relused to deliver the cargo. Eddy that the 
master's delay, (of fifty days, September 18 to November 7), was unreason- 
able, and his reifusal to either proceed to H. or deliver the carj<o, a breach 
of the contract (w) ; and that the goods owners were therefore entitled to 
the cargo. 



Ariide 101. — Master's duty to take care of Goods. 

The mafiter, as representing the shipowner, has the duty 
of taking reasonable care of the goods entrusted to him, in 
doing what is necessary to preserve them on board the ship 
during the ordinary incidents of the voyage, e.g.y by ventila- 
tion, pumping, or saving goods which accident has exposed 
to danger {n). 

He has also the duty of taking reasonable measures to 
prevent the loss or deterioration of the goods by reason of 
accidents, for the necessary effects of which the shipowner is 
by reason of the bill of lading under no liability, and th^ 
shipowner will be liable (o) for any neglect of such duty by 
the master {n). 

The place, the season, the extent of the deterioration, the 
opportunities at hand, the interests of other persons in the 
adventure whom it might be unfair to delay for the sake of 



(m) The Patria (1871), L. R. 3 Adm. 436. It is difficult to understand this 
case, as the same judge had held a longer delay from similar causes reasonable hi 
other cases : (e.g.^ San Roman^ 53 days ; Express, 170 days). The absence of the 
exception, " restraint of princes,'' cannot make the difference, as, in Atkinson v. 
Ritchie (1809), 10 East, 530, that had been held to apply only to actual capture 
and not to apprehension of capture. It may be, though it is not so stated, that 
the delay put an end commercially to the contract ; or the case may be rested on 
the ground that the goods owner was entitled to demand his goods on tender of 
full freight, which however would not prove that he was entitled to them with- 
out any payment of freight on the ground of unreasonable delay. Sir R. Philli- 
more suggested that on the refusal of the master to proceed to H. the goods 
owners were entitled to their goods on payment of a pro rata freight, but it seems 
clear that such a refusal if wrongful would entitle them to their goods without 
payment of any freight at all. Medeiros v. Hill (1832), 8 Bing. 231, shows that, 
if the parties knew of the blockade when the charter was entered into, the exist- 
ence of the blockade would be no defence to an action for not proceeding towards 
the blockaded ports. 

(n) Notara v. Henderson (1872), L. R. 5 Q. B. 346 ; 7 Q. B. 225, per Willes, J., 
at p. 235 ; Tronson v. Dent (1853), 8 Moore P. C. 419 ; Australasian Navigation Co. 
V. Morse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222. 

(o) This is not like the authority to tranship, a power for the benefit of the 
shipowner only, to secure his freight : De Cuadra v. Stoann (1864), 16 C. B. N. S. 
772. 
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that part of the cargo in peril, all the circumstances affect- 
ing risk, trouble, delay, and inconvenience must be taken 
into account. The performance of the duty cannot be in- 
sisted on if it involves deviation, but reasonable delays 
in a port of call for purposes connected with the voyage, 
though not necessary to its completion, will not amount to 
deviation (p). 

As the master has to exercise a discretionary power his 
owner will not be liable, unless it is affirmatively proved 
that the master has been guilty of a breach of duty (p). 

Semlle. The master will have a lien on the goods tor 
any expenses incurred in the performance of such duty (q). 

Case 1. — F. shipped beans on the 8, on a voyage on Z., the bill of lading 
giving leave to call at ports on the voyage. The vessel stopped at Y., and 
on her way out came into collision, whereby the beans were damaged by 
salt water ; she put back to Y. The wet beans might have been ware- 
housed and dried at Y., with material benefit to them, and without un- 
reasonable delay to the adventure. The ship proceeded to Z. without 
drying them. Held, that the shipowners were liable to F. for the master's 
faUure to dry the beans (r). 



Article 102. — Master's power to sell damaged Goods. 

The condition of the goods may be such that immediate 
sale is the wisest course in the interests of the cargo owner ; 
in such a case the master, if he cannot communicate with 
the cargo owner and receive his instructions, will be bound 
to sell them (s). Such a condition will arise if the master 
cannot convey the goods or cause them to be conveyed to 
their destination as merchantable articles, either at all, or 
without an expenditure clearly exceeding their value after 
their arrival at their destination (t). 

(j>) See note («) antCy p. 180. 

(g) Hingston v. Wendt (1876), L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 367. See per Blackburn. J., 
at p. 373. 

(r) Notara v. Henderson (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 225. 

(s) Australasian S. Nav. Co. v. Jtfbrse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222 ; Acatos v. Bums 
(1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 282; Tronson v. Dent (1853), 8 Moore P. C. 419, 448, 
et seq. ; Atlantic Insurance Co. r. Huth (1880), L. R. 16 Ch. D. 474 ; Vlierboom v. 
Chapman (1844), 13 M. & W. 230, and see Articles 97, 98. 

(^) Atlantic Insurance Co. v. Huth (1880), v. s. at p. 481. As to person liable 
for unjustifiable sale by master, see Wagstaff v. Anderson (1879), L. R. 4 C. P. D 
283, et Articles 2, 93. 
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Ccue 1. — ^Maize was shipped on a voyage from X. to Z. : at Y., an inter- 
mediate port, it was found heated and sprouting ; the master transhipped 
it into lighters ; and informed the shipper's agent hy telegraph on March 10 
and 13 of its condition, suggesting that it could not he carried on. He 
received two telegrams in reply that the shipper wished the grain to he 
forwarded. On March 27 the captain telegraphed again: ''Have held 
survey, which reports grain unfit for shipment ; will be sold to-morrow by 
public auction ; " and it was sold on the 28th. The sale was a prudent 
measure, but not one of such urgent necessity as to give no time or oppor- 
tunity for communicating with the owners. Edd, that no case was made 
out entitling the master to sell, as he was bound to have waited the result 
of bis communication of the proposed sale to the owner (t). 

Case 2. — The ship iZ., with a mixed cargo of metal and perishable articles, 
was wrecked on April 19, in Algoa Bay, fifty miles from Port Elizabeth. 
The consul there on April 22, advised the captain to sell the ship and 
cargo, which he did on April 30. The captain did not go to P. E., or make 
any attempt to raise money for salvage, or to induce others to attempt the 
salvage. He had no funds in his hands. There was conflicting evidence 
as to whether such attempts, if made, would have been successful, but 
much evidence that the course adopted was the most prudent. Edd, 
that no necessity for the sale existed, such as would make the master the 
agent of the cargo owner to eifect a sale, and that the sale must therefore 
be rescinded (u). 



Article 103. — Master^ s power of Trcmshipment. 

If an EDglish vessel (x) in which goods are shipped is 
hindered from completing the contract voyage, the ship- 
owner is not bound either to repair or tranship ; though if he 
elects to do neither, he must hand over his cargo to the 
cargo owner (z) freight free, or if the cargo owner is not 
present to receive it, the master must act for the best, and 
as the cargo owner's agent, unless he can consult him. He 
has, however, the right to earn his freight either by repair- 
ing his own ship and proceeding to the port of destination, 
or by transhipping the goods into another vessel to be 



(0 Acatos V. Bums (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 282. See also Australasian 8. Nm, 
Co. V. Morse (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 222, cited ante. Article 98, Case 3, p. 176. 

(«) Atlantic Insurance Co. v. Euth (1880), 16 Ch. D. 474. The sale was 
rescinded as invalid by the law of the country where it was made ; if it had been 
valid by that law, though invalid by English law, it could not have been rescinded, 
though the captain would be responsible to the owners of the cargo for an 
improper sale : Cammell v. Sewell (1860), 5 H. & N. 728, p. 176. 

(x) See Article 7 ; The Bahia (1864), B. & L. 292 ; The Express (1872), 
3 L. R. Adra. 597. 

(«) See j?er Bowen, L.J., in Svendsen v. Wallace (1884), 13 Q. B. D., at p. 88. 



TO TRANSHIP, 183 

forwarded thither (a), and he may delay the transit a 
reasonable time for either of these purposes (i). 

In case of justifiable transhipment by the master as agent 
for the shipowner, the cargo owner will be bound to pay 
the full freight originally contracted for, though the tran- 
shipment was effected by the shipowner at a smaller 
freight (c). 

Semhle, that the master cannot, without express authority, 
bind the cargo owner to pay a larger freight than that 
originally contracted for, unless communication with the 
cargo owner was impossible^ and forwarding the cargo at 
such a freight would appear to a reasonable man to be the 
most beneficial course in the interests of the cargo (d). 

If the hindrance of the ship's yoyage is not caused by 
excepted perils, the shipowner is not entitled as of right to 
tranship on his own account, (though he may be bound to 
do so on account of the cargo owner) ; but he is liable for 
delay or failure to deliver (c). 

Case 1. — F. shipped goods on board the 8, at a named freight for a 
voyage from X. to Z. : on the voyage, at Y. the necessity for transhipment 
arose, and the master made a contract for the forwarding of the goods to 
Z. at a freight, which, together with pro rata freight from X. to Y., was 
less than the original freight agreed upon. On arrival at Z., F. refused to 
pay more than such pro rata and forwarding freii];ht. Held, that he was 
bound to pay the freight origiually agreed upon (e). 

Note. — Full powers as to transhipment are usually given in 
the bill of lading, e,g,: — "The owners reserve to themselves liberty 
to tranship, or land and reship by lighter or otherwise at ship's 
expense and shipper's risk, the goods in this bill of lading, at 
the port of shipment, or any other port or ports, into any other 
vessel or vessels belonging to themselves or other persons, pro- 



(a) See per Lawrence, J., in Cook v. Jennings (1797), 7 T. R. 381, at p. 385, 
and per Lindley, J., in Hill v. Wilson (1879), L. R. 4 C. P. D. 329, at p. 333 ; 
J>e Cuadra ▼. Swann (1864), 16 C. B., N. S. 772. 

(6) The Bahia, v. s. ; The Soblomsten (1866), L. R. 1 Adm. 293 ; Cargo ex 
GcUam (1863), B. & L. 167 ; The Gratitudine (1801), 3 C. Rob. 240 ; Shipton v. 
Uiomton (1838), 1 P. & D. 216, 231, et seq. 

(c) Shipton V. T?u>mton, vide supra. 

(d) Gibbs y. Grey (1857), 2 H. & N. 22, where it was held that the master had 
no power to bind the consignee to ship a fall cargo, or semble, to pay a higher 
freight than that current at the time; and see Cargo ex Argos (1873), L. R. 
5 P. C. 134, at p. 165 ; Shipton v. Thornton^ vide supra^ at p. 234. 

(e) Shipton v. Thornton (1838), 1 P. & D. 216. See Mattheioa v. Gibbs (1860), 
30 L. J. Q. B. 55. 
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oeeding either directly or indirectly to port of destinatioii ; nor 
will they be responsible for any detention which may be caused 
thereby ; " or 

** The company are to be at liberty to carry the goods to their 
port of destination by the above or other steamer, or steamers, 
ship or ships, either belonging to the company or to other persons, 
proceeding either directly or indirectly to such port, and in so 
doing to carry the goodH beyond their port of destination, and to 
tranship or land and store the goods either on shore or afloat, 
and rewip and forward the same at the company's expense, not at 
merchants' risk ; " or, 

*• The owners reserve liberty to overcarry and tranship, or 
land and reship at any port into any other vessel at merchants' 
risk, but at steamer's expense (/), for conveyance to destination, 
any goods which from any cause whatever may not have been 
landed during vessel's stay at port of destination ; " or, 

" In case the whole or any part of the goods specifled herein 
be prevented from any cause frum going in any one steamer, the 
shipowner is only bound to forward them by first succeeding 
steamer of same line." 



Article 104. — Master* s power of raising Money on Gar go. 

The master will be entitled to raise money on the cargo, 
to enable him to complete the contract voyage, if such 
course is the most beneficial for the cargo owner, when the 
master cannot obtain money in any other way, and if the 
cargo owner cannot be communicated with, or being com- 
municated with, omits to give any instructions whatever. 

Money may be so raised either : (1.) by a sale of part of the 
cargo {g) ; in which case the goods owner may either treat 
the proceeds of the sale as a loan to the shipowner ; or, if the 
vessel reaches her destination, he may claim 6tn indemnity 
against any loss occasioned to him by the sale, but in the latter 
case he must pay the freight which would have been earned 
if the goods sold had been carried to their destination {g)\ 
(see Article 143 on Freight.) (2.) By a loan on the special 
security of the cargo, analogous to a bottomry bond (A). 

(/) Sometimes this runs " at merchant's risk and expense.** 

(J) See Hopper v. Bumess (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 137, and Articles 97, 98. 

(h) This contract is sometimes known as respondentia, on which, see Busk v. 

Fearon (1803), 4 East, 319; Glover v. Black (1763), 3 Burr. 1394; The Sultan 

(1859), Swabey, 504. 
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Article 105. — Bottomry, 

By English law (i) the master as agent of the cargo 
owner has authority to bind the cargo by a bottomry bond 
as security for advances made to him, when su(*h advances 
are necessary in the interests of the cargo (ft), and when it is 
either impossible to communicate with the cargo owner and 
receive his instructions within such a time as will afford any 
reasonable prospect of success in protecting the cargo (Z), or 
when, a proper communication {m) of the necessity of raising 
money by bottomry having been made to the cargo owner, he 
has omitted to send any instructions to the master {n). 

It is essential to a bottomry bond that there should be a 
maritime risk involved, i.e., that the money advanced should 
only be payable if the ship or cargo arrives safely at its 
destination (o) ; and that it should not be merely an advance 
on the personal credit of the master, goods owner, or 
shipowner (p). 

(t) The law by which the powers of the master to bind ship and cargo by a 
bottomry bond are to be determined, is, in the absence of express evidence of con- 
trary intention, the law of the ship's flag. See Article 7. 

(Q The Hamburg (1864), 2 Moore, P. C, N. S. 289 ; The Kamak (1869), L. R. 
2 P. C. 505 ; The Onward (1873), L. R. 4 A. & E. 38, at p. 58 ; The GraUtadine 
(1801), 3 0. Rob. 240 ; The Faithful (1862), 31 L. J. Adm. 81 ; Wallace v. 
Fielden (1851), 7 Moore P. C. 398. When the master has bound the cargo 
without authority, the cargo owner can recover from the shipowner any sums he 
has had to pay to obtain the cargo, on an implied contract of indemnity : Benson 
V. Duncan (1849), 3 Ex. 644, and see Article 97. 

(0 The Onward, v.s, ; The Bonaparte (1863), 8 Moore P. C. 459 ; I%e Ham- 
hurghy v,s.; The Olivier (1862), Lush. 484; The Lizzie (l^m\ 2 L. R. Adm. 
254; The Panama (1870), 3 L. R. P. C. 199. 

(m) As to what is a proper communication : see Kleinwort v. Cassa Marittima 
of Genoa (1877), L. R. 2 App. 0. 156 ; The Onward, o.s. ; The Bonaparte, v.s., and 
Article 98. 

(n) The Bonaparte, vide supra. 

(o) The Indomitable (1859), Swabey, 446 ; Stainbank v. Shepard (1853), 
13 C. B. 418 ; The ffeinrich Bjom (1885), 10 P. D. 44 (C.A.). Nothing can be 
hypothecated, except something which is in danger of perishing by maritime risk 
during the time the bond is running. Therefore, cargo not yet shipped cannot be 
pledged. The Jonathan Goodhue (1858), Swabey, 355. Nor can cargo which 
having been shipped in another ship has been burnt : The Sultan (1859), Swabey, 
504. If part of the cargo is lost on the voyage, the owners of the cargo will be 
treed from a proportionate part of the sum secured by the bond : The Sultan, 
vide supra. Freight to be earned on a subsequent voyage is not the subject of 
bottomry : The Staffordshire (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 194. 

(p)^tMAv.^earon(1803),4East,319; The ffeinrich Bjom, vide supra. The fact 
that bills are given as a collateral security does not necessarily invalidate the 
bond : The Onward, vide supra ; The Staffordshire, vide supra. 
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Cam. — ^A., owner of the fthip B,, lyiaor at X., gave B. the following 
document : *' In consideration of N. advancing me, A., £600 for necessaries 
supplied to the ship H, B»y I undertake to return them the whole amount 
BO advanced me with interest and charges on the return of the B, from 
her present voyage. B. is also authorised to cover the said amoimt ad- 
vanced me hy insurance on ship out and home at my cost." Hdd, that 
this was not a hottomry bond, as there was no maritime risk, but an 
alternative security for the lender, viz., either the personal liability of A. 
if the ship returned, or the policy of insurance if she was lost (q). 



Article 106. — C(yndUions justifying Bottomry. 

Whether there is necessity for raismg money on the cargo 
by bottomry must depend on whether any arrangement 
more beneficial to the cargo than by raising money on it to 
enable the voyage to be prosecuted, can be made (r). The 
foundation of the master's authority to bind the cargo is 
the prospect that such a course will be the one most bene- 
ficial to the cargo owner (s). Thus if the master could 
obtain money on his personal credit, or that of the ship* 
owner (^), or if there is an agent of the shipowner within 
reach, whom he has not consulted {u)^ his authority to bind 
the cargo by bottomry will not arise. The question will not 
only be, was there a necessity for bottomry at all, but 
was there a necessity for a bond for that amount ; and it 
will not avail the bondholder to say he made reasonable 
inquiries if the amount expended is in fact unnecessary and 
unreasonable (a;). 



(qr) The Heiwrich Bjom, vide supra. 

(r) The Kamak (1869), L. R. 2 P. C/505. The money may be raised to free 
the cargo from arrest for salvage : The Sultan (1859), Swabey, 504. 

(s) The Onward, L. R. 4 A. & E. 38. 

It) Soares v. Bahn (1838), 3 Moore, P. C. 1 ; Heathom v. Darling (1836), 
1 Moore P. C. 5. The fact that money was advanced before the bond was given is 
immaterial if the money was advanced in view of a bond being given : The Laurel 
(1863), B. & L. 191. 

(w) Lyall V. Hicks (1860), 27 Beav. 616 ; The Faithful (1862), 31 L. J. Adm. 
81. But an advance by agents of the shipowner on bottomry is not invalid, if 
they refused to advance on his personal credit, and gave the master a chance of 
getting money elsewhere : The Hero (1817), 2 Dod. at p. 144 ; The Stafford- 
shire (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. at p. 203. 

(x) The Pardida (1884), L. R. 9 P. D. 177. As to various items for which 
bottomry may be justified : see The Qlewmanna (1860), Lush, 115 ; The Edmond 
(1861), Lush, 211. 
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Where communication with the cargo owner is reasonably 
practicable, the master must lay the facts before him, and 
ask his instructions as to bottomry before acting. It is not 
sufficient merely to state the injuries to the ship, and the 
need of repairs or other steps in the interests of the cargo, 
without a statement of the necessity of raising money by 
bottomry (y). If the cargo owners ask for further infor- 
mation the master has no right to act until he has supplied 
such further information, if such further information should 
have been supplied at first {z). 



Article 107. — Jettison. 



The captain's authority to jettison goods properly stowed 
arises in cases of necessity (a), i.e. where a prudent man in 
the interests of the adventure would take such a course (l). 

Where such necessity arises the captain in making the 
jettison acts as agent of the cargo owner (b) ; if no such 
necessity exists, or if the goods jettisoned were improperly 
stowed, e.g. on deck, and the jettison is therefore improper, 
the captain acts only as the agent of the shipowner, who is 
liable for his acts (c) unless protected by exceptions (d). 



Article 108. — General Average. 

All loss which arises in consequence of extraordinary 
sacrifices made or expenses incurred for the preservation of 



(y) Wallace v. Fielden (1851), 7 Moore, P. C. 398 ; The Onward, vide supra. 

\z) Kleinwort v. Cassa Marittima (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 156. 

(a) It is almost impossible that the question of communicating with the 
cargo owner should arise, except perhaps in a case of stranding. 

(6) Burton v. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218, at pp. 220, 223 ; and see 
Article 97. 

(c) Newall v. Boyal Exchange Steamship Co, (1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868 ; now 
under appeal to H. L. 

(d) E.g., "at merchant's risk": Burton v. English^ vide tupra, and perhaps 
" negligence of master in navigating, &c" See Articles 90, 110. 
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the ship and cargo comes within general average, and must 
be borne proportionally by all who are interested {e). 

To give rise to a claim for general average contri- 
bution (/) : 

1. There most be a common danger {g). 

2. There must be a necessity for a sacrifice (/). 

3. The sacrifice must be voluntary (A). 

4. It must be a real sacrifice, and not a mere destruction 
and casting off of that which had become already lost (h), 
and consequently of no value. 

5. There must be a saving of the imperilled property 
through the sacrifice (/). 

6. The common danger must not arise through the de- 
fault of the interest claiming a general average contribu- 
tion (/). 

Note, — ^Except in the case of express clauses, such as *' the 
master, owner or agents of the vessel shall not be responsible 
either as carriers, or as contnbvUora to general average for any 
loss or injury to the said goods, arising from any of the causes 
above-mentioned," which is so unreasonable as to require a very 
prominent place in the bill of lading to make it biDding on the 
shipper (t), the bill of lading does not afifect general average. 
The office of the bill of lading is to provide for the rights and 
liabilities of the parties in reference to the contract to carry, 
and it is not concerned with liabilities to contribution in general 
average where a loss has been occasioned by a sacrifice properly 
made for the general benefit (k). 

The clause '^ not to be liable for any damage capable of being 
covered by insurance " does not free the shipowner from liability 
to general average contributions " (Jc). 



(e) Per Lanrence, J., in Birkley v. Preagrave (1801), 1 East, 220, at p. 228 ; 
see also per Brett, M.R,, in Svendsen v. Wallace (1884), 13 Q. B. D. at p. 73. As 
to the etymology and history of the word ** average ;" see Murray's Dictionary, 
sub voce. The subject of general arerage is so entirely in the hands of average 
adjusters, and so ably dealt with in the works of Mr. Lowndes and Mr. Manley 
Hopkins, that I have not thought it necessary to treat it in any length or detail. 

(/) Pirie v. MiddU Dock Co. (1881), 44 L. T. 426. 

ig) See Walthew v. Mavrojani (1870), L. R. 5 Ex. 116. 

(A) Shepherd v. KoUgen (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 585. 

(0 Crooks V. Allan (1879), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 38. 

(K) Per Lush, J., in Schmidt v. Royal Mail S.S, Co, (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B., 646. 



AVERAGE. . 189 

Article 109. — Classes of General Average Loss. 

The following sacrifices or expenses may give rise to a 
claim for a general average contribution. 

I. Sacrifices — 1. Of cargo. 

(a.) By jettison. 

(t.) By fire, directly or indirectly. 

(c.) By sale. 

2. Of ship or tackle. 

3. Of freight. 

II. Expenditure on ship in replacing a general average 

loss, or in a port of refage. 



Article 110. — Jettison, of Cargo. 

Where cargo stowed in a proper part of the ship 
is properly jettisoned for the common good its owner is 
entitled to a general average contribution from the other 
interests in the adventure ; i.e.^ the ship, the freight, and the 
rest of the cargo (f). 

Cargo stowed on deck (which is not a usual or proper 
place of stowage), if jettisoned, does not give rise to a general 
average contribution from the other interests in the adven- 
ture, unless it is so stowed in pursuance of a recognised 
custom of the trade or port (i). 

If the cargo is shipped on deck by agreement of the 
shipowner, and in the absence of a custom so to load, the 
owner of such cargo, if jettisoned, has no right to a general 
average contribution either against other cargo owners, or 
against the shipowner and person entitled to the freight, if 
there are other cargo owners (Z) ; such a jettison may give rise 

(t) See Articles 90, 108, supra : as to the amount of the contribution, see 
Fletcher v. Alexander (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 375. 

(yfe) Wright v. Manoood (1881), L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 62, at p. 67. Such a custom 
was proved in Burton v. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218 (C.A.), and in Gould 
Y. Oliver (1837), 4 Bing. N. C. 134 : it also exists in the coasting trade ; it was 
not proved in Newall v. Exchange Shipping Co. (1885), 33 W. R. 342, 868. 

(/) Wright v. Marwood, vide supra ; not so, if there b a custom so to load : 
Qouid V. Oliver, vide supra. 
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to such a contribution from the ship and freight, if there are 
no other cargo owners (m), even though such cargo according 
to the charter is to be carried ** at merchant's risk " {n). 

The clause " at merchant's risk " covers liability for im- 
proper jettison, resulting from acts of the crew done as the 
servants of the shipowner; but not for a proper jettison, 
which is made by the captain as agent of the cargo owner (n). 
If the goods are stowed on deck without the merchant's con- 
sent, or a binding custom so to stow, and are then jettisoned, 
the shipowner will be liable for such jettison as a breach 
of his contract to carry safely (o). 

Case l.—F. shipped in A.'s ship, twenty-six pieces of timber. ITiere was 
a custom in the timber trade to carry lumber on deck. P.'s goods were 
placed on deck, and were properly jettisoned. EM, that P. was entitled 
to a general average contribution from ship and freight : 8emble, also from 
cargo (p). 

Vase 2.- C. F. shipped in A.'s ship a full cargo of timber, under a charter, 
whereby C. P. was to provide " a full cargo of timber, including a deck 
load." On the voyage the timber on deck was properly jettisoned, ffdd, 
C. P. was entitled to recover a contribution to his loss from A. (q). 

Case 3. — ^F. shipped cattle on A-'s ship, agreeing they should be carried 
on deck ; there were other owners of cargo. On the voyage the cattle were 
properly jettisoned. Held, that F. was not entitled to a general average 
contribution either against A. or against the other cargo owners (r). 

Case 4. — F. shipped timber on A.'s ship, which was not a general ship, 
under a charter " the steamer shall be provided with a deck-load if required 
at full freight, but at merchant's risk." There was a custom to carry such 
timber on deck : on the voyage the deck timber was properly jettisoned. 
Held, that P. was entitled to a general average contribution from A. (s). 

Case 5. — Cotton was shipped by P., under bills of lading, excepting 
"jettison " and " stranding.*' Some of the cotton was stowed on deck ; the 
ship straoded, and the deck cotton was properly jettisoned. . An attempt 
to prove a custom to stow on deck failed. Held, that the cargo-owner was 
entitled to recover the full value of the cotton from the shipowner (t). 



(m) Johnson v. Chapman (1865), 19 C. B., N. S. 563 ; discussed in Wriaht v 
Marwood (1881), 7 Q. B. D. at p. 69/ i/ • 

(») Burton v. English, vide supra ; and see Articles 95, 107. 

(o) Newall v. Eoyal Exchange Steamship Co. (1885), 33 W. R. 868 ; see also per 
Lush, L. J., in Schmidt v. Eoyal Mail Co. (1876), 45 L. J., Q. B. 646, at p 648 

(p) Gould V. Oliver (1837), 4 Bing. N. C. 134. 

(g) Johnson v. Chapmtm (1865), 19 C. B., N. S. 563. 

(r) Wright v. Manoood (1881), L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 62. 

(s) Burton v. English (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 218. 

(t) Newall V. Boyal Exchange Steamship Co. (1885), 33 W. R. 868 : now under 
appeal to the H. L. 
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Article 111. — Cargo damaged by Fire, directly or indirectly. 

Damage to the cargo by pouring water on it, or by 
scuttling the ship, to extinguish fire, or by burning it instead 
of fuel for the engines to avert the loss of ship and cargo (w), 
gives rise to a claim for general average contribution by the 
owner of the cargo destroyed or damaged (x). 

Case. — ^P. had shipped wire on board the 5. to be carried to Z. The 8, 
arrived, and proceeded to discharge her cargo ; about 100 tons remained 
on board, including the plaintifl"'8 wire, when a fire broke out, which was 
extinguished by pouring water into the hold, whereby the wire was 
damaged. Held, that B\ was entitled to a general average contribution 
from the owner of the 8, (x). 



Article 112. — Sale of Cargo. 

Sale of part of the cargo to furnish money for repairs to 
enable the ship to prosecute the voyage (2;), or to release the 
master from arrest that he may prosecute the voyage (a), will 
only give rise to a claim for general average against the rest 
of the cargo, if such cargo can be carried on in no other way, 
and it is more beneficial to the cargo to be carried on than 
to stay where it is (z) : another kind of sale will only give 
rise to a personal claim against the shipowner (b). 



Article 113. — Sacrifice of Ship or TaMe. 

Sacrifice of ship or tackle necessary for the safety of the 
whole adventure, and not incurred in carrying out the ship- 

(u) Semble, that if the ship was insufficiently supplied with fuel at starting, 
the owner of the cargo burnt will be entitled to recover its full value from the 
shipowner, while in consequence other ownerd of cargo will not be liable to con- 
tnbute to general average : Bobinson v. Price (1876), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 91, 295. 

(x) Whitecross Wire Co. v. Savill (1882), L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 653 ; in which the 
Court of Appeal for the first time decided this question, which they had left un- 
decided in Stewart v. West India SS. Co. (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 362. See also 
Achard v. Bing (1874), 31 L. T. 647. An exception "fire on board " in the bill 
of lading will not relieve the owner for liability for general average contribution 
to the owner of goods damaged by water used in extinguishing such fire : Schmidt 
V. Boyal Mail SS. Co. (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 646. 

(z) Hallett V. Wigram (1850), 9 C. B. 580. 

(o) Ddbsm v. Wilam (1813), 3 Camp. 480. 

(6) Hopper v. Bumess (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 137 ; in which the payment of 
freight on cargo thus sold is discussed ; and see Article 104, on master's power of 
raising money on cargo. 



192 GENERAL 

owner's original contract, will give rise to a general average 

contribution (c), unless — 

(a.) Tlie thing sacrificed was at the time in such a con- 
dition that it would have been certainly lost, even 
if the rest of the adventure was saved, as when a 
mast is cut away, which is either certain to go 
overboard, or has already gone overboard and is 
hanging as a wreck {d). — Or : — 
(i.) The sacrifice was rendered necessary by the original 
default of the shipowner, as in providing a ship 
insufficiently equipped (e), in which case he must 
bear all the loss. 

Case 1. — A ship sailed well equipped, having a donkey engine, and a 
sufficient supply of coal for all purposes other than pumping purposes ; she 
met with heavy weather and leaked considerably ; the donkey eno;ine was 
used to pump, and it was only by this steam pumping that the leak was 
kept under ; the coal ran short ; and some of the spare spars and cargo 
were used for fuel. Edd, that the sacrifice of the spars and cargo was a 
general average loss (/). 

Case 2. — A seaworthy ship, fitted with a donkey engine and a sufficient 
supply of coal for ordinary purposes, sailed on a voyage. She met bad 
weather, and made some water, but not enough to create any risk, while 
the engines worked ; the coal got low, and spare spars and wood were 
burnt with it to economize it ; but some coal was obtayied from a passing 
vessel ; at the end of the voyage the engine broke down from overwork. 
Edd, by all the Court, that the injury to the engine, and the second 
supply of coal did not give rise to general average contribution ; the Court 
were equally divided as to whether the burnt spars and wood were a general 
average loss (g). 

Case 3. — A sailing ship, with auxiliary screw, was damaged by perils of 
the sea, so that practically she had lost all power of sailing ; instead of re- 
pairing her sailing gear she proceeded with her voyage under steam alone, 
at a very heavy expenditure in coals. Edd, that such expenditure did not 
give rise to a general average contribution (h). 

Case 4. — A ship met with a storm which caused part of the rigging to 
give way ; the mainmast in consequence began to lurch, and wafe cut away 
by the captain's orders ; if it had not been cut away, it would have gone 
overboard very shortly, at great risk to the ship. Eeld, that the cutting 
away of the mast, then practically worthless, did not give rise to a claim 
for general average contribution (i). 

(c) Birkley v. Fresgrave (1801), 1 East, 220 ; Price v. Noble (1811), 4 Taunt. 
123 ; Wilson v. Bank of Victoria (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 203. 

(d) Shepherd v. Kottgen (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 585. See Corry v. Coulthard 
(1877), 2 C. P. D. at pp. 583, 584. 

(e) See Bobinson v. Price (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 91, at p. 95; WUson v. 
Bank of Victoria (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 203. 

(/) Bobinson v. Price, vide supra, and at p. 295. 

(g) Harrison v. Bank of Australasia (1872), L. R. 7 Ex. 39. 

(A) Wilson V. Bank of Victoria, vide supra, 

(0 Shepherd y, Kottgen (1877), L. R. 2 C. P. D. 585. 
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Article 114. — Sacrifice of Freight. 

Sacrifice of freight by the shipowner, by an act whereby 
the cargo is preserved, gives rise to a general average con- 
tribution against the cargo (k). 

Case. — ^F. shipped coal on A/s ship to be carried to Z. ; on the voyage 
the coal took fire by spontaneous combustion ; the ship and cargo were in 
immediate danger of total destruction by fire; but by jettison of cargo, 
and pouring water on it, and discharging it at Y., the ship and a large 
portion of the cargo were saved from destruction. It was found impossible 
to carry the cargo to its destination, and it was accordingly sold at Y. By 
reason of such measures, the ship was prevented from earning her freight 
by delivery at Z. Held, that the shipowner was entitled to a general 
average contribution from the cargo on account of the freight thus lost. 



Article 115. — Extraordincm/ Expenditure by Shipowner. 

Extraordinary expenditure voluntarily incurred, or extra- 
ordinary loss of time and labour voluntarily accepted, may 
also give rise to a general average contribution, provided 
that in each case the 'sacrifice is made for the common safety 
in a time of danger (Z). 

Such general average contribution must cover not only 
the voluntary sacrifice, but also expenses directly caused by, 
or in consequence of, a voluntary sacrifice (Z). 

Thus when the cargo has been placed in safety, it will 
not be liable to contribute to expenses afterwards incurred 
by the shipowner for the purposes of earning his freight, as 
in getting oS a stranded vessel (m), or making arrangements 
for the further carrying of the cargo in his own vessel, under 
circumstances when the cargo might have stayed where it 
was, or have been carried on by other vessels, with equal 



(*) Pine V. Middle Dock Co. (1881), 44 L. T. 426. It was also held that the 
cargo was not entitled to general average contribation from the ship : (1) because 
the loss arose from vice in the cargo ; (2) because there was really no loss, the 
cargo selling for more at T. than it would have realized after paying freight 
atZ. 

(0 P^Bowen, L.J., Svendsen v. Wallace (1884), L. R. 13 Q. B. D. at pp. 84, 85. 
See also per Lawrence, J., in Birkley v. Presgrave (1801), 1 East, 220. 

(ot) WcUthew V. Mavrojani (1B70% L. R. 5 Ex. 116; Job v. Zan^ton (1856), 
6 E. & B. 779. 

O 
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advantage (n). Bat expenses incurred by the shipowner or 
his agents, as agents of the cargo owner or in the sole 
interests of the cargo, in forwarding or preserving the cargo 
mnst be borne by the cargo (o). 



Article 116. — Expenses in Port ofBefuge. 

Where a ship on her voyage puts into a port of refuge to 
repair a general average sacrifice, such as cutting away a 
masty the expenses of repairing the sacrifice, of warehousing 
and reloading goods necessarily unloaded for the purpose of 
repairing the injury, and expenses incurred for pilotage with 
other charges on the vessel on leaving port, are also the 
subject of general average {p). 

Where a ship on her voyage, in consequence of damage 
not the subject of a general average contributiou, such as 
springing a leak, puts into a port of refuge, and, ip order to 
repair the ship, the cargo is necessarily landed, the expenses 
of reloading the cargo to enable the ship to prosecute her 
voyage are not the subject of a general average contribution 
from the cargo (j). 

Semhle, that in principle, the expenses of unloading the 
cargo will or will not be the subject of general average 
according as the cargo is not or is safe in the ship without 
removal (r). 

Semhle, that the expenses of warehousing the cargo are to 
be borne by the cargo (q). 



(n) Schuster v. Fletcher (1878), L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 418. 

(o) See per M. Smith, J., and Hannen, J., in Walthew v. Mawojani, v.s. at pp. 
125, 126. M. Smith, J., suggests the case of " perishable goods landed on a desert 
island in a distant and unfrequented part of the world." SenMcy that this is not 
general average ; but that the original adventure being at an end, the cargo-owner 
must bear the whole ezpenie : see Cargo ex Argos (1872), L. R. 5 P. C. 134. 

(p) Atwcod V. Sellar (1880), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 286. See also Plnmmer v. Wiid- 
man (1815), 3 M. & S. 482, as explained in Svendsenr. Wallace (1885), 13 Q. B. D. 
at p. 91 ; ffallett v. Wigram (1850), 9 C. B. 580. 

(g) Svendsen v. Wallace (1885), L. R. 10 App. C. 404; 13 Q. B. D. 69. See 
also Power y. Whitmore (1815), 4 M. & S. 141 ; Hallett v. Wigram, v.s. : Walthew 
V. Mavrojani (1870), L. R. 5 Ex. 116. 

(r) In practice they are charged as general average ; but see Brett, M.R., 13 
Q. B. D. at p. 76, Bowen, L.J., 13 Q. B. D. at p. 88 ; Lord Blackburn, 10 App. C. 
at p. 414. 
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Semhle, that pilotage expenses and port dues out are not 
the subject of general average (s). 

The expenses of unloading and reloading cargo at a port 
of refuge may be a general average charge on freight, to 
earn which they are incurred (t). 

Note, — The distinction in fact between Atwood v. Sellar (u) 
and Svendsen v. Wallace (v), is that in the first case the ship put 
into port to repair a general average sacrifice ; in the second to 
repair a particular average loss, or one liable to be borne by the 
ship alone (w); though such putting into port is probably a 
general average sacrifice in itself. The diflference in principle is 
not clear, and seems to be rather a question of the continuity of 
the transaction, unloading the cargo not being a necessary con- 
sequence of putting into port, which was the general average 
sacrifice in Svendsen v. Wallace ; though it is of the voluntary 
sacrifice of the ship, which was the general average act in 
Atwood V. Sellar. But it is impossible to feel that the present 
position of Atwood v. Sellar is satisfactory as an authority. Da 
Costa V. Newnham (x) must be taken as overruled : and Moran 
V. Jones (jf) as either overruled or limited to its own very special 
facts (z). 



Article 117. — Master's duty to collect Oeneral Average 

GorUribtiHon. 

Where a general average loss has occurred on a voyage, 
the shipowner or master has the right to retain the' cargo 
until he is paid or tendered the amount due on it for general 
average (a) : he is under a duty to persons entitled to a 
general average contribution from the cargo so to do, and is 
liable to an action if he omits to do so (&). 



(s) So per majority of C. A, in Svendsen v. Wallace, vide supra, 

(0 mtll V. Jansen (1855), 4 E. & B. 500. 

(u) See note (p) ante, p. 194. 

(v) See note (7) ante, p. 194. 

{vd) Jackson y. Chamock (1800), 8 T. R. 509 ; Hallett v. Wigram (1850\ 9 C. B. 
580. 

(a?) (1788), 2 T. R. 407. See Brett, M.R., 13 Q. B. D. 80 ; Bowen, L.J., p. 90. 

(v) (1857), 7 E. & B. 523. See per Brett, M.R., at p. 80 ; Bowen, L.J., at 
p. 9;^. 

(^z) The present practice of English average adjusters, will be found in the 
Resolutions of July 9, 1885, spt out in Appendix IV. 

(a) See per Lord Esher and Lindley, L.J., in Huth v. Lamport (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 
735 ; Simmonds v. White (1824), 2 B. & C. 805, at p. 811. 

(6) Crooks V. Allan (1879), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 38 ; Hallett v. Bousfield (1811), 

o 2 
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It is also the duty of the master to furnish to all cargo- 
owners all the accounts and particulars necessary for adjust- 
ing general average (c). If he omits to do so, the cargo- 
owner who fails to tender a sufiScient sum in consequence of 
such omission, is not liable for such failure {d). 

If he does furnish such particulars, the cargo-owner must 
either pay the sum demanded, or tender the right sum, at 
his peril {d). 

If, as in practice, the master demands a particular se- 
curity {e) for the payment by the cargo owner of the amount 
found on adjustment to be due, such security must be a 
reasonable one (/). 

Case. — A., shipowners, had a lien on cargo in their ship, for general 
average. They required the cargo owner to make a deposit of 10 per cent, 
on the value of the goods in the name of A., or B., his average adjuster, or 
A. and B. : and to execute a bond, the " Liverpool Bond," providing that 
such deposit should be a security for general average, and that the persons 
in whose name it stood might pay out from time to time such sums as 
they thought right to A. or his master on account of their disbursements. 
** All questions of general average to be adjusted by B., with appeal to 
arbitrators whose decision was final." Eeld^ that such a requirement was 
imreasonable, and its continued demand released the cargo owner from the 
necessity of tendering (/). 



Article 118. — Who can sue for General Average 

ConfribtUion. 

L The shipowner, or the charterer, if the charter amounts 
to a demise : they have also a possessory lien on the cargo 
for the general average contribution due from it (ff). 

18 Ves. 187, does not seem to have been cited, and is now of doubtful authority. 
Some bills of lading exempt the master from this duty, e.g,, " shipowner not to be 
bound to exercise his lien on cargo for general average contribution." The master 
is under no duty to persons entitled to salvage from the cargo to detain it, until he 
obtains a bond from the cargo owners to pay such salvage : The Raiaby (1885), 
L. R. 10 P. D. 114, and Article 121. 

(c) Ruth V. Lamport, vide supra, and see T?ie Norway (1864), B. & L. at p. 397. 

Id) See per Lord Esher and Lindley, L.J., in Huth v. Lamport (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 
735 ; Simmonds v. White (1824), 2 B. & C. 811. 

(«) Semble, that if the master obtains from the cargo owners the form of secu- 
rity usual at the port of discharge, he will be protected : Simmonds v. White 
(1824), 2 B. & C. 805 ; The Raisby (1885), 10 P. D. 114. 

(/) Hath V. Lamport (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 735. The clause in some bills of 
lading, *' In case of average, a deposit sufficient to cover the estimated contribu- 
tion to be paid at port of discharge if so required by the master," seems both un- 
necessary and unworkable. The master has his lien without it, and the method of 
" estimating," which is the difficulty, is not provided for. 

ig) See Articles 117, 149. 
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II. The cargo owner, who can sue another cargo owner (A), 
the fihipowner, or the person entitled to the freight, for 
general average contributions due from them. He has not 
after adjustment a maritime lien on the ship for the contri- 
bution due horn it, nor will such a personal debt support a 
bottomry bond on the ship given in a subsequent voyage (i). 

III. The person entitled to the freight, for contributions 
due from the other interests in the adventure (/). 



Article 119. — Who is liable for General Average 

Contribution. 

There are liable for general average contributions : — 

I. The shipowner, for those due from the ship, (unless she 
is under a charter amounting to a demise, in which case the 
charterer is liable), and from the chartered freight. 

II. The charterer for those due from the ship, if the 
charter amounts to a demise, and from freights payable to 
him. 

III. The cargo owner. 

IV. A consignee of cargo who has taken delivery of the 
goods under a bill of lading is not liable for general average, 
unless 

(a.) he is the owner of the goods ; 
or (&.) the bill of lading under which he takes the goods 

stipulates that he shall pay average ; 
or ((?.) he has notice from the master of his lien for 

average, and after that takes the goods (A). 



Article 120. — General Average Contribution, how adjusted. 

In the absence of special agreement (Z), the amount to be 
contributed in general average is adjusted when the voyage 

(A) Dobson v. Wilson (1813), 3 Camp. 479. " 

(•*) The North Star (1860), Lush. 45 : qticBref whether a lien for general average 
by foreign law will support a bond. 

(;•) Pirie v. Middle Dock Co. (1881), 44 L. T. 426. 

(k) ScaifeY. Tobin (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 523. He would not be liable if he 
merely had notice that the goods were liable for general average, but not that 
the master claimed a lien : (^same case), 

(I) E.g. •* Average, if any, to be adjusted according to British custom,*^ which 
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i8 terminated by the delivery of the goods or otherwise, and 
according to the law of that place (m). The fact that the 
voyage has been temporarily suspended, while the ship is 
repaired at a port of refuge, does not justify an average 
adjustment at such port (n). 



Article 121. — Salvage. 

If cargo is saved from loss or damage on a voyage by 
persons other than those who have undertaken to carry it, 
the salvors are entitled to remuneration for their services, 
known as salvage. 

No salvage is payable by cargo owners unless some cargo 
is saved, and it is payable proportionately to the cargo 
saved (o). Ship and cargo must each pay its own share of 
salvage; neither can be made liable for salvage due from 
the other without an express agreement to pay it (j>) ; but 
either or both, if saved, may be liable to pay salvage for 
life saved, though if life is saved but not cargo, the cargo 
owner will not be liable to pay life salvage (j). 

The authority of the master to bind the cargo to pay 
salvage is derived from necessity and benefit to the cargo (r). 
It is no part of the duty of the master of the salved ship to 
protect the salvors by obtaining a bond from the cargo- 
owners for their proportion of any salvage that may be due, 
before allowing the cargo owners to take away their 
goods (s). 

makes the custom of English average adjasters, though contrary to the law, part 
of the contract, Stewart v. West India Co. (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 362. A very usual 
clause is, ** Average to be adjusted according to York-Antwerp rules," referring 
to a code of rules settled and adopted by a series of International conferences, in- 
including one at York in 1864, and one at Antwerp in 1877. See Appendix IV. 
(m) Simmonds v. White (1824), 2 B. & C. 805 ; Dalglish v. Davidson (1824), 

5 D. & R. 6. 

(n) Hill V. Wilson (1879), L. R. 4 C. P. D. 329 ; see also Fletcher v. Alexander 
(1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 375 ; Mavro v. Ocean Insurance Co, (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 
41. 

(o) The Longford (1881), L. R. 6 P. D. 60. 

(p) The Pyrennee (1863), B. & L. 189 ; The Bai^ (1885), L. R. 10 P. D. 114. 

(q) The Henpor (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 115 ; Cargo ex Sarpedon (1877), L. R. 
3 P. D. 28 ; The Fusilier (1865), 3 Moore P. C, N. S. 51. 

(r) The Renpor (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. at p. 118. 

Is) The Eaisby, vide supra. 
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Where, however, the shipowners have paid, or made them- 
selves personally liable to pay, a sum of money for the 
preservation of ship and cargo, if such payment was justi- 
fiable, and did not result from the fault of the shipowners {t\ 
they will have a lien on the cargo for the sum that they have 
justifiably paid (u) ; though the feet that they have bond fide 
and reasonably paid a certain sum, is not conclusive that 
that sum is the basis on which the liability of the cargo- 
owners is to be reckoned (x). 

The charterer of a vessel which renders salvage services 
is not entitled, in the absence of special clauses, to salvage 
for those services (2;) unless the charter amounts to a demise, 
so that at the time of the salvage he is in possession of the 
vessel (a). 

Cdse — ^The i2., owned by A., rendered salvage services to the 5., owned 
by K., and chartered to A., the charter not amounting to a demise. Edd, 
that A. was entitled to salvage from the 8, (z). 



Article 122. — Collision. 



The cargo laden on board a vessel at the time of collision 
cannot be sued in the Admiralty Court for the damage (6), 
even though it belongs to the owner of the ship, or to the 
charterer under a charter amounting to a demise (e). 

The owner of cargo on board a ship sued for collision can 
only be compelled to pay into court the amount of freight 
due from him to the shipowner (d). 

The owner of cargo lost by a collision may, if both ships 



(0 The Ettrick (1881), L. R. 6 P. D. 127. 

(tt) Briggs v. Merchant Traders* Co, (1849), 13 Q. B. 167 ; Cox v. May (1815), 
4 M. & S. 152. 

(x) Anderson^ Tritton, ^ Co, v. Ocean 88, Co, (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 107. 

Iz) The Collier (1866), L. R. 1 A. & E. 83 ; The Waterloo (1820), 2 Dods. 433 ; 
The Alfen (1857), Swabey, 189. The charterer may have a claim against the 
owner for delay or deviation in rendering the salvage ; The Alfen, vide supra, 

(a) The Maria Jane, 14 Jur. 857 (1850); The Scout (1872), L. R. 3 
A. St E. 512, and Article 2. 

(6) The Victor (1860), Lush. 72 ; The Leo (1862), Lush. 444. 

(c) If it were a demise, the charterer would be liable for collision caused by 
negligence of the chartered ship: Fenton yMhiblin 88. Co. (1838), 8 A. & E. 835. 

Id) The Leo, vide supra ; The Flora (1866), L. R. 1 A. & E. 45. 
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aie at txaii^ leooyer half his loss against each ship {e) ; if the 
other ship is alone in fault he may either recover the whole 
loss against her, or he may recover it from the carrying ship, 
unless prevented by exceptions in the contract of affreight- 
ment (/) ; if the carrying ship is alone at fault, he may 
recover the whole loss from her unless prevented by excep- 
tions in the contract of affreightment 



(tf) The Milan (1861X Lush. 388, which is doabtfnlly consistent with Thorogood 
y. Bryan (1849), 8 C. B. 115, as to the anthoritj of which, see The Bemina (1886), 
L. R. 11 P. D. 31. 

(/) See WooeOey ▼. Micha (1883), L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 47 ; The Zantho (1886), 
(C A.)^ not jet reported, except in 2 Times, L. R. 704. 
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SECTION VIII. 
Pbbpobmanob op Contract: Unloading. 

Article 123. — Unloading rmder a Charter. 

At the port of discharge, the duty of providing and making 
proper use of sufficient means for the discharge of cargo lies 
in general upon the charterer (a). 
This duty must be fulfilled when — 
(1.) The ship is at the place where the carrying voyage 
is to end (a). (Articles 34-37, 39.) 
Neither the master nor any agent of the shipowner is 
entitled to demand of the consignee before the ship's arrival, 
whether he will receive the goods consigned to him. A 
refusal to perform the contract made before the ship's arrival 
is not necessarily a breach of the contract, unless it is 
accepted as such by the shipowner, or is still unretracted at 
the time of the ship's arrival, in which case it is a continuous 
refusal amounting to a breach of the contract (b), 
(2.) When she is ready to discharge (a). 
(3.) Notice to the charterer of the above facts is not 
necessary, but when they are fulfilled the lay- 
days allowed for discharging begin. (Article 124.) 



Article 124. — Notice of readiness to discharge^ not reqmred. 

In the absence of special contract or custom, the ship- 
owner is not bound to give notice of his readiness to unload 



(a) Per Lord Selborne in FoatUthwaite v. Freeland (1880), L. R. 5 App. C. 
at p. 608 ; per Lord Esher in Nelson v. Ddhi (1879), L. R. 12 Ch. D. at p. 583. 

(6) Ripley v. Maclure (1849), 4 Ex. 345, as modified and explained by Hochster 
V. De la Tour (1853), 2 E. & B. 678 ; Frost v. Knight (1872), L. R. 5 Ex. 322 ; 
which cases are discussed in Johnstone v. Milling (1886), 54 L. T. 629 (C.A.). 
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either to the charterer or to shippers or consignees under 
bills of lading {d). 

If, however, the shipowner's wrongful act or omission has 
prevented the charterer and consignee from learning by 
reasonable diligence of the ship's readiness to unload, they 
will to that extent be discharged (e). 

Case 1. — ^A ship carried goods under a bill of lading, " to be taken out 
in fourteen days after arrival, or to pay 10«. a day demiftrrage." The ship 
was ready to deliver on October 3, but the goods were not landed till 
October 29. The consignees pleaded: — (1) no notice of arrival; hddj 
unnecessary (/) : (2) that the ship was wrongly entered in the custom- 
house as Die Treue instead of The Treue, Eeldj that an entry by the ship- 
owner so inaccurate as to mislead a person using reasonable diligence, would 
have relieved the consignee from liability for demurrage ; but that it was 
not proved here that reasonable diligence had been used, and that therefore 
the consignees were liable (jg). 

Case 2. — Under a charter: "the ship to be addressed to charterers' 
agents free of commission," the ship, in breach of the charter, was. addressed 
by the shipowners to other agents, who g^ve no notice to consignees, 
whereby the latter were sued for demurrage. It being proved that the 
charterer's agent would have given such notice : Held, that the shipowner 
could not claim demurrage, the liability to which arose from his own breach 
of contract (h). 

Unloading according to custom of port of discharge, see 
Articles 45 and 133. 
Bemv/nrage in imloading, see Section IX. 



Article 125. — DiUy of Master as to delivery at Port of 

Discharge. 

In the absence of statutory provisions (i), customs of the 
port of discharge (k), or express stipulations in the charter 
or bill of lading, the master on the arrival of the ship at its 
destination must allow the consignee a reasonable time to 



(d) ffarman v. Mant (1815), 4 Camp. 161 ; Barman v. Clarke (1815), 4 Camp. 
159 ; Nelson v. Bahl (1879), per Brett, L.J., 12 Ch. D. 583. 

(e) IToulder v. General Steam Navigation Co. (1862), 3 F. & F. 170; Bradley v. 
Qoddard (1863), 3 F. & F. 638 ; Barman v. Clarke, vide supra. 

(/) In Hovider v. General Steam Navigation Co., vide supra, an attempt to 
prove a custom to give notice to consignees failed, 
(gr) Jlarman v. Clarke, vide supra, 

(A) Bradley v. Goddard (1863), 3 F. & F. 638 : and see p. 87, note. 
(0 Such as 25 & 26 Vict. c. 63, ss. 66-78 : Article 127, and Appendix III. 
(^k) Vide customs of the leading ports in the United Kingdom, in Appendix II. 
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receive the goods, and cannot discharge his liability by- 
landing them immediately on the ship's arrival (Z). 

The holder of the bill of lading, who presents it at a 
reasonable time, is entitled, in the absence of custom to the 
contrary, to have the goods delivered to him direct from the 
ship, existing liens being satisfied (m). 

The shipowner or master is justified in delivering the 
goods to the first person who presents to him a bill of 
lading, making the goods deliverable to him, though that 
bill of lading is only one of a set, provided that he has no 
notice of any other claims to the goods, or knowledge of any 
other circumstances raising a reasonable suspicion that the 
claimant is not entitled to the goods (n). If he has any 
such notice or knowledge he must deliver at his peril to the 
rightful owner, or must interplead (o). 

Such delivery by the master will not afiect the property 
in the goods, so as to confer any better right on the claimant 
than he originally had, as against persons claiming on other 
parts of the bill of lading (2?). 

Semhle, that a warehouseman, with whom the goods have 
been warehoused under statutory powers, is in the same 
position as the shipowner as to the delivery of the goods (y). 

Case, — Goods were shipped and consigned to G. to be delivered in Z. 
under three bills of lading marked First, Second, Third, respectively. G. 
indorsed the bill of lading marked ** First," to a bank as security for a 
loan. On the arrival of the goods at Z. they were landed into warehouses 
by the master, under a stop for freight due on them. G. produced to the 
warehouseman the bill marked *' Second,*' unindorsed, and was entered in 



(0 B&ameY, Gatliff (1844), 11 CI. & Fin. 45, at p. 70. This Article will apply 
to all ports where there are no statutory regulations or customs of the port ; for 
an English port without customs, see Fowler v. Knoop (1879), L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 
299. 

(m) Erichsen v. Barkworth (1858), 3 H. & N. 601, at p. 616. 

(n) Glyn Mills y.East and West India Dock Co. (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. 691 ; 
The Tigress (1863), B. & L. 38. See also Caldwell v. Ball (1786), 1 T. R. 205. 

(0) Per Lord Blackburn, L. R. 7 App. C, at pp. 611, 614. The opinion in 
Fearon v. Bowers (1753), 1 H. Bl. 365, n., and any dicta approving it in The 
Tigress, vide snjpra, to the effect that the captain is not concerned to examine who 
has the better right on different bills of lading are overruled by the principal case. 

(p) Barber v. Meyerstein (1870), L. R. 4 H. L. 317. 

{q) See per Lords Selbome and Cairns, 7 App. C. p. 597 ; Lord 0*Hagan, p. 601 ; 
Lord Blackburn, pp. 609, 614 ; Lord Watson, p. 614 ; per contra, per Lord Fitz- 
Gerald, p. 617 ; andi?«r Brett, L. J. 6 Q. B. D. 486. 
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their books as the owner. G. then paid the freight, and gave a delivery 
order to P., to whom Jthe warehouseman delivered bond fide and without 
knowledge of the bank's claim. Eddy that the warehouseman was not 
liable to the bank for wrongful delivery of the goods (r). 



Article 126. — The Master^B power to land or carry on the 

Chods at Common Law. 

While the master is not, as a general rule, bound to 
unload unless on production of the bill of lading, he is not 
bound to keep goods on board his ship if no biU of lading 
is produced. 

If the consignee or holder of the bill of lading does not 
claim delivery within a reasonable time, the master may 
land and warehouse the cargo in a statutable (s) warehouse 
at the expense of its owners, still preserving his lien on it, 
and it is his duty to do so rather than render the charterers, 
other than the defaulting consignees, liable for demurrage (t). 

Senible, that if there are no statutable warehouses, delivery 
into which preserves his lien, he can still retain it by hiring 
a warehouse for the purpose (w). 

If, in unloading by the master, owing to the delay or 
absence of the consignee, difficulties arise, from the inaccu- 
rate description of goods in the bill of lading, the consignee 
must bear the resulting loss (v). 

If the master is forbidden to land the goods by the port 
authorities, or cannot obtain warehouse accommodation, he 
mav and must deal with them in the manner both most 
reasonable to preserve his lien, and most convenient in his 
judgment for their owner, at their owner's expense («). 



(r) Glyn Mills 4r Co, v. East and West India Dock Co. (1882), L. R. 7 App. C. 
591. 

(s) /.«., a warehouse, on the goods in which the lien of the shipowner is pre- 
served by some statute, such as 25 & 26 Vict. c. 63, s. 68. (See Appendix III.) 

(0 Howard v. Shepherd (1850), 9 C. B., at p. 321 ; Erichsen v. Barkworth, 
vide supra. This power is also given by express provision in most bills of lading. 
See Article 127, Note 1. 

(u) Mors le Blanch v. Wilson (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 227. 

(t?) Shirwell v. Shaplock (1815), 2 Chit. 397. 

(x) Cargo ex Argos (1872), L. R. 5 P. C. 134 ; Mors le Blanch v. Wii/son, vide 
supra; Edwards r. Southgate (1862), 10 W. R. 528. See Article 138. 
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Article 127. — Statutory Provisions as to Unloading, 

By statute (t/), a shipowner is at liberty to land any goods 
imported in his ship from foreign parts into the United 
Kingdom, whenever (z) their owner fails to make entry of 
them at the custom house, or having made entry fails to 
take delivery of them within a certain time (a), whether 
such failure was caused by the fault of the goods owner or 
not, provided it was not caused by the fault of the ship- 
owner (6). 

This statutory power may be excluded or varied by express 
agreement (c), or by the custom of the port (d). 
I. Time at which such landing may take place. 
(1.) If a time is named in the charter or bill of lading, at 
any time after the expiration of such time (e), and 
before the consignee is ready and offers to take 
delivery of the goods (/). 
(2.) If no time is so named, then at any time after the 
expiration of seventy-two hours, Sundays and 
holidays excepted, from the report of the ship at 
the custom house by the master (g), 
n. Plaee where goods are to he landed. 
(1.) If possible and convenient at the wharf or warehouse 

named in the charter or bill of lading (A). 
(2.) If no such place is named, at a legal and customary 
wharf or warehouse for such goods (t). 

(y) 25 & 26 Vict. c. 63, ss. 66-78 ; see Appendix III. 

(^) The Act only applies to the case of a consignee failing to be ready to take 
delivery when the shipowner is ready to land his goods : per Brett, M.R., 
Marzetti v. Smith (1884), 49 L. T. at p. 583. 

(a) Where the cargo is apportionable, if the consignee applies in time to take 
delivery of part, the shipowner is not entitled to land such part unless the 
consignee's failure to take the first part has prejudiced the shipowner in the 
delivery of the remainder : WUson v. London Steam Co, (1865), L. R. 1 C. P. 61. 

(6) The Energie (1875), L. R. 6 P. C, at p. 316. 

(c) See Note 1, posi, 

(d) Such custom may either apply to the whole port, as in Marzetti v. Smith 
(1884), 49 L. r. 580 ; or to a particular trade ; as in Aste v. Stumore (1884), 
1 0. & E. 319, where a custom of the London grain trade to discharge on the 
quay, if the merchant did not demand the grain within twenty-four hours of 
ship's arrival, was proved : Alexiadi v. Robinson (1861), 2 F. & F. 679, at p. 683, 
where a custom in the London fruit trade of immediate discharge was proved. 

(e) 25 & 26 Vict c. 63, § 66, s. 1, and see Appendix III. 

(/) § 66, 8. 5. (3) § 66, s. 2. (A) § 66, s. 3. (i ) § 66, s. 4. 
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Where goods are landed for assortment and their owner 
or consignee at the time of landing has made entry, and is 
ready to take delivery for another wharf or warehouse, the 
goods shall, if demanded, be delivered to their owner within 
twenty-four hours after assortment, the expenses of landing 
and assortment to be borne by the shipowner Qc). 

Where, before the goods are landed, their owner or con- 
signee has entered them as '^ overside goods," and has offered 
and been ready to take delivery of them (Z), but the ship- 
owner has failed to make delivery of them, or to then inform 
the offerer when delivery would be made (m), the shipowner 
shall before landing the goods give twenty-four hours' notice 
in writing to the owner of the goods {n) of his intention to 
deliver, and if he lands before that time, shall do so at his 
own risk and expense (o). 

Where the consignee disputes the propriety of landing at 
his expense, his proper course is to pay under protest any 
charges incurred, and thus to prevent his being damaged by 
detention of the goods. He C8tn then sue to recover the 
payment (p). 

Note 1. — ^The operation of these clauses of the Merchant 
Shipping Act in favour of the consignee is sometimes excluded 
by a clause in the bill of lading, e.g.: — "Simultaneously 
with the ship being ready to unload tiie goods or any part 



(k) § 66, s. 6. 

(/) The goods owner or his agent must be ready at the time of the offer : 
Berresford v. Mcntgomerie (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 379. As to " overside goods," 
or goods to be delivered over the ship's side to a lighter : See Appendix II., 
Customs of discharging in London. 

(m) It is not necessary that the agent of the consignee should foimally demand 
correct information : Berresford v. Montgomerie, vide supra ; but, aemble, that if the 
shipowner is then bond fide ignorant of the position of the goods in the ship, this 
does not constitute a " failure to inform :" Oliver v. Colven (1879), 27 W. R. 822. 

(n) The lighterman is the agent of the goods owner to receive notice : The Clan 
Macdonald (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 178, at p. 185. 

(o) § 66, s. 7. Sub-sections 6 and 7 have been discussed in The Clan Macdonald 
(1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 178, where it was held that section 6 applies to ** overside 
goods," which must be landed for assortment ; section 7, to overside goods, which 
need not be landed for assorting. It is submitted that Sir J. Hannen is in error 
(p. 184) in making the goods owner's failure to take delivery at the time when 
it becomes necessary to land the goods for assorting, a condition precedent to the 
shipowner's right to land the goods at his own expense under § 6 ; it would seem 
rather to relieve the shipowner of the necessity of paying such expense. On this, 
see Mathew, J., in Marzetti v. Smith (1884), 49 L. T. at p. 583. 

(p) Alexiadi v. Bofnnson (1861), 2 F. & F. 679. 
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thereof, the consignee of the goods is hereby bound to be ready- 
to receive the same from the ship's side, either on the wharf or 
quay at which the ship may be for discharge, or into lighters, 
provided with a sufficient number of men to receive and stow 
the said goods therein, and in default thereof the master or 
agent of the said ship is hereby authorized to enter the said 
goods at the custom house, and land, warehouse, or place them 
in lighters, at the risk and expense of the consignee of the said 
goods after they leave the deck of the said ship ; and the owners 
of the ship are to have a lien on the said goods until the 
payment of all costs and charges so incurred (5). 

Almost all modem bills of lading have some such clause as 
one of the following : — 

'' The goods to be taken from the steamer as soon as she is 
ready to discharge (and to be received by the consignee, package 
by package as so delivered), or the same may be transhipped 

into lighters, ^ landed on the quays, -57 warehoused, all 
at the expense and risk of the owners of the goods :" — or : — 

*' The goods are to be discharged from the ship as soon as she 
is ready to unload, and if not thereupon removed without delay 
by the consignees, or if necessary to discharge into hulk, 
lazaretto, or hired lighters :" — or : — 

"The master is to deliver the goods with all reasonable 
despatch, and the consignees are to be ready to receive them 
within forty-eight " (or twenty-four) " hours after the ship com- 
mences to unload, otherwise the master or agent may discharge 
and store them at the expense and risk of the owners of the 
goods :"— or : — 

" If the consignees shall not have craft alongside for receiving 
the goods herein specified, within twenty-four hours after the 
arrival of the vessel, they may, at shipper's or consignee's risk 
and expense, be landed and stored or put into hulk or craft, or 
carried forward to the steamer's furthest port of call, and landed 
and stored on her return :" — or : — 

" The goods are to be discharged from the ship as soon as 
public intimation is given that she is ready to unload." 

Note 2. — ^When the ship's liability is to cease is usually 
expressly provided in the bill of lading, e.g. : — " Ship's respon- 
sibility ceases immediately the goods are discharged from the 
ship's deck " ; or " the goods, &c. ... as soon as they are dis- 
charged over the ship's side shall be at the risk of the shipper or 
consignee " ; or ** goods at risk of consignee from ship's tackles :" 



** In all cases the liability of the shipowners is to cease as 
soon as the goods are free of the tackles of the ship ;" — or : — 
" The master or agents shall appoint boatmen to take 

(q) See, for instances of the operation of such a clause, Alexiadi v. Hobinson 
(1861), 2 F. & F. 679 ; Wilson v. Lmdon, ^c, Steam Co. (1865), L. R. 1 C. P. 61 ; 
Oliver v. Colven (1879), 27 W. R. 822. 
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delivery from steamer's tackle where the sliip's responsibility 
shall cease, and land the cargo at consignee's risk and expense :'' 



"The ship's responsibility ceasing when delivering into 
lighter when the goods are over the ship's side level with 
the ran." 

Note 3. — There is usually a clause in bills of lading requiring 
claims for damaged (r) goods to be made within a certain time, 
as before removal, or within seven days after the goods are 
landed, or within one month of steamer's arrival; or " claims to 
be preferred only at Liverpool and to be settled direct with the 
company according to English law, to the exclusion of proceed- 
ings in the Courts of any other country :" or " packages are not 
to be opened by the consignees before tiie company is discharged 
and freight paid, provided the said packages are offered in good 
external condition." 

Note 4. — ^For the practice in discharging general ships in 
London, Liverpool, Glasgow, Bristol, and Hull, see Appendix IL 



(r) This includes both apparent and latent damage : Moore v. Harris (1876), 
L. R. 1 App. C. 318. 
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SECTION IX. 

Demurbaqe. 

Article 128. — Natwre of Benmrrage. 

Demubbaqb, in its strict meaning, is a sam agreed by the 
charterer to be paid as liquidated damages for delay beyond 
a stipulated or reasonable time for loading or unloading. 
When the time is not agreed, or where the sum is only to be 
paid for a fixed number of days, and a further delay takes 
plaf*e, the shipowner's remedy is to recover unliquidated 
"damages for detention.'* The phrase "demurrage" is 
sometimes loosely used to cover both these meanings (a). 
Stipulations for demurrage may be either — 
(1.) Exhaustive : as " ten days for loading, and demurrage 
at £20 per diem afterwards/' which covers all 
delay. 
(2.) Partial : as " ten days to load, ten days on demurrage 
at £20 per diem," when all delay after twenty days 
will give rise to damages for detention; or "de- 
murrage at £20 per diem" (J), when demurrage 
will begin at a time unascertained, except that it 
must allow a reasonable time for loading. 
(3.) None : as "ten days to load," or " load according to 
the custom of the port," or simply " load," where 
all delay will be met by " damages for detention." 



(a) For a dUcnssioa of the reanlting difficulties, see Article 54 : — ^The Cesser 
cl&use* 

(6) Cf. Harris v. Jacobs (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 247, in which Brett, L.J., laid 
down that ^* such a payment was in the nature of demurrage : the clause as to 
demurrage in a charter heing elastic enough in the ordinary construction of a 
charter to comprise such a damaage as this," and cited as authority for it his own 
judgment in Sanguinetti v. Padjic Co, (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 238, at p. 252, for 
criticisms on which see the Note to Article 54, pp. 110, 111. 

P 
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Article 129. — Demurrage^ when payable. 

Demurrage becomes payable when the lay-days allowed 
for loading or unloading have expired. Such lay-days begin 
when the ship arrives at the place agreed upon in the 
charter for loading or unloading (a), and is there ready to 
load, and they run continuously {d)y in the absence of express 
agreement (e), or custom of the port (/) to the contrary, from 
that date. 

Damages for detention become payable for any delay after 
a reasonable time for loading or unloading has expired, or 
after the lay-days or days on demurrage have expired, if no 
express provision is made for further demurrage {g). 



Article 130. — Demiirrage, how calculated. 

Stipulations as to demurrage and lay-days must be strictly 
limited to those ports to which they are applied in the 
charter ; a reasonable time for loading or unloading will be 
allowed at other ports on the voyage, to which such stipula- 
tions are not applied Qa). 

When the stipulations in a charter as to loading and 
unloading differ materially it will not be allowable to lump 
together the days for loading and discharging, an intention 
to separate them being inferred (A). 

In the absence of a custom of the port (t), or of words 

(c) Vide Articles 36, 39, ante. A ship prevented from loading by quarantine is 
not " ready to load " : y/hite v. Winchester (1886), 13 Sc. Sess. Cases, 4th Ser. 524. 

(d) M'Intosh V. Sinclair (1877), 11 Ir. R. C. L. 456 ; Nielsen v. Wait (1885), 
16 Q. B. D. 67. 

(e) E. g., " Sundays and holidays excepted." 

(/) Nielsen v. Wait, vide supra, where a custom of the port of Gloucester not 
to reckon in the lay-days the time occupied in moving the ship from one place of 
discharge to another, was held good. 

(^) Where there is in the charter a liquidated sum fixed for demurrage, that 
sum will also be primd facie the measure for damages for detention. 

(A) See Marshall v. Bolckow, Vaughany ^ Co, (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 231 ; Niemann 
y. Moss (1860), 29 L. J. Q. B. 206. For other cases where special stipulations as 
to demurrage were construed, see Marshall v. De La Torre (1795), 1 Esp. 367 ; 
Stevenson v. York (1790), 2 Chitt. 570 ; Sweeting t. Darthez (1854), 14 0. B. 538. 

(i) As in Coohran v. Relherg (1800), 3 Esp. 121, where a custom of the port of 
London to consider ^'days" as '* working days" only, excluding Sundays and 
holidays, was proved and admitted. For a custom of the port negativing ^ con- 
secutiveness," see Nielsen v. Wait (1885), 16 Q. B D. 67. The "running day," 
or day of twenty-four hours during which the ship is running, is opposed to the 
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showing another intention (A), the terms **days," or "lay- 
days/' or '^ hours " (Z), in a stipulation as to demurrage^ mean 
" running days," or consecutive days of twenty-four hours, or 
consecutive hours, and include Sundays and holidays (m). 
A part of a day or hour counts as a whole day or hour (n). 

Ccise 1. — ^A ship chartered " to load and discharge as fast as the ship 
can work, but a minimum of seven days to be allowed merchants, and 
ten days on demurrage over and above the said laying days." Heldy that 
from the context, " days " meant "working" not " running days." 

The ship came into dock on Tuesday evening at 5 p.m., she reached her 
berth on Wednesday, at 8 a.m., and continued unloading till 8 p.m. She 
began again at 4 a.m. on Thursday, and finished at 8 a.m. Heldy she was 
liable for two days' demurrage, (the lay-days having been exhausted at the 
port of loading) (w). 

Case 2. — ^A ship was chartered " to be loaded in X. in fourteen days, 
and to be discharged, weather permitting, at not less than twenty-five tons 
per working day, holidays excepted." Hddy that the days for loading must 
be taken as " running days," the days for unloading as working days (p). 



Article 131. — Charterer's Undertaking : — To load or unload 

in afioced Time. 

If by the terras of the charter the charterer has agreed to 
load or unload within a fixed period of time, that is an abso- 
lute and unconditional engagement, for the non-performance 
of which he is answerable, whatever be the nature of the 
impediments which prevent him from performing it (j), 
unless such impediments are covered by exceptions in the 
• charter, or arise from the shipowner's default (r). 

Thus after the ship is ready to load or to unload the 

<' working day** of a smaller number of hours in which alone by the casiom of 
the port work is done. If the stipulation as to demurrage covers both loading 
and unloading, the days so spent of course cannot be consecutive, but they will be 
consecutive at each port. 

(A) Commercial S. S, Co. v. Bouiton (1875), 10 L. R. Q. B. 346 ; Harper y. 
McCarthy (1806), 2 B. & P. N. R. 258. 

(Q It is now usual, especially in the case of steamers, to stipulate for demur- 
rage at so much per hour. Where *^ despatch money ** was to be paid at 10s, per 
hour on any time saved in loading or discharging, and four days were saved, it 
was held that they were to be taken as of twenty-four, and not of twelve, hours 
each, the ** despatch money ** being payable on the time saved, or running hours, 
and not on the working hours : Laing v. HolUmay (1878), L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 437. 

(m) Brown v. Johnson (1842), 10 M. & W. 331; Niemann y^-Moss (1860), 
29 L. J. Q. B. 206. 

(») CommercicU S. S. Co. v. Boultony vide supra, 

(p) Niemann y. Moss (1860), 29 L. J. Q. B. 206. 

{q) Per Lord Selbome in Postlethwaite v. Freeland (1880), L. R. 5 App C. 
p. 599, at p. 608. 

(r) Benson v. Blunt (1841), 1 Q. B. 870. 

p 2 
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charterer will not, in the absence of express exceptions, be 
released £rom his contract by delay resulting from the 
crowded state of the docks {s), bad weather {t\ or ice pre- 
yenting loading {u)y insufficient sapply of cargo {x\ or 
lawful (y) orders of the authorities at a foreign port (z). 

The proyisions of the charter as to fixed days must be 
limited to the ports to which they expressly refer {a\ and a 
reasonable time will be allowed for loading or unloading at 
ports not expressly provided for (6). 

Case 1. — ^A ahip was chartered to unload in the London Docks, forty 
days being allowed as lay-days ; owing to the crowded state of the docks, 
the vessel was detained forty-one days over the lay-days. Eddy that the 
charterer was liable for the delay (c). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to load at London, with thirty running 
days; owing to frost the loading of the ship was prevented. Hdd^ the 
charterer was liable for the delay {d). 

Case 3. — ^A ship was chartered to load at X., with sixty running days ; 
while there, owing to an infectious disease on shore, communication 
between ship and shore was forbidden by the local government. Eeldy the 
charterer was liable for the delay (e). 

Case 4. — ^A ship was chartered to load barley at a Russian port, with 
thirty running days for loading and unloading ; the Russian government 
forbade the export of barley (/ ). Eddf the charterer was liable for fsulure 
to furnish a cargo (g), 

(8) Randall v. Lynch (1810), 2 Camp. 352 ; Brawn y. Johnson (1843), 10 M. & W. 
331 ; Tapacott v. Balfour (1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 46 ; on which case, see note, anUy 
p. 81. 

(0 Thiis V. Byers (1876), L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 244. 

(tt) Barrett v. Dutton (1815), 4 Camp. 333. 

(a;) See Article 42. 

(y) Illegal orders of the authorities will not protect the charterer, who has his 
remedy against them: Bessey y.Evans (1815), 4 Camp. 131 ; Gosling v. Biggins 
(1808), 1 Camp. 450 ; The Newport (1858), Swahey, 335. Compare the principle 
involyed in Evans v. BuUook (1877), 38 L. T. 34 ; Eonneberg v. Falkland Islands 
(1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 1 ; Sully v. Duranty (1864), 3 H. & C. 270 ; and Article 4 
on lUeji^ality. 

(a) Barker v. Hodgson (1814), 2 M. & S. 267 ; Blight v. Page (1801), 3 B. & P. 
295, note, cited also at 4 Camp. 334, by Gibbs, C. J., who was counsel in it. Where 
a ship otherwise ready to load is prevented from loading by quarantine, the lay- 
days stipulated in the charter will not begin to run till the quarantine has ex- 
pired: White y. Winchester (1886), 13 Sc. Sess. Cases, 4th Ser. 524. 

(a) Marshall v. De La Torre (1795), 1 Esp. 367 ; Stevenson v. Fork (1790), 
2 Chitty, 570. 

(6) Sweeting v. Iktrthez (1854), 14 C. B. 538. See also Fowler v. Knocp (1878), 
L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 299. 

(c) Randall v. Lynch (1810), 2 Camp. 352. 

(d) Barrett v. Button (1815), 4 Camp. 333. 

(e) Barker v. Hodgson (1814), 2 M. & S. 271. 

(/) Compare with this Hills v. Sughrue (1846), 15 M. & W. 253, where the 
shipowner who had contracted to procure antl carry a cargo of guano was held 
liable for not loading such a cargo, though there was no guano to load. This case 
seems quite inconsistent with Clifford v. Watts (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 577. 

{gy Blight v. Page (1801), 3 B. & P. 295, note ; see Article 4: on Illegality. 
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Artide 132. — To load or tmload in reasonable Time. 

If no fixed time for loading (or unloading) is stipnlated 
in the charter the law implies an agreement on the part of 
the charterer to load or discharge the cargo within a reason- 
able time (h)y and, so far as there is a joint dnty in loading 
or unloading, that the merchant and shipowner shonld each 
use reasonable diligence in performing his part (i). 

" A reasonable time " means reasonable under the circum- 
stances then existing, other than self-imposed inabilities of 
either shipowner or charterer (J), and should be estimated 
with reference to the means and facilities then available at 
the port, and the course of business at the port (k). 

" Forthwith " = without unreasonable delay (Z). 

Ccue 1. — ^A ship was chartered to discharge in London, the charter 
containing no provisions as to the time of unloading. Owing to the crowded 
state of the docks, the ship, though discharged in her turn, was delayed 
forty days beyond the usual time for dit<charge of such ships when the 
docks are not over crowded, ffeldf that the charterer was not liable, both 
parties having used reasonable diligence to get the ship discharged (m). 

Case 2. — ^A ship was chartered to load a cargo at Valencia, without any 
stipulation as to time of loading. The law of Spain forbids vessels with 
military stores on board to load at Spanish ports. The charterer and ship- 
owner were aware at the time of making the charter that the vessel 
intended to carry military stores. The ship arrived at V., with military 
stores on board and was refused permissiou to load. Held, that neither 
party was liable to an action, as each, having used reasonable diligence to 
avoid the danger, was prevented by the act of a superior power {n). 



(A) Per Lord Selborne in Postlethwaite ▼. Freeland (1880), L. R. 5 App. C. 608. 

(0 Ford V. Cotesworth (1870), L. R. 4 Q. B. at p. 137 ; L. R. 5 Q. B. 544 ; 
Cunningham v. Dunn (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 443 (C.A.) 

(y) See note (jp) ; «i6 p. 214. 

(Jt) Per Lord Selborne, in Postkthwnite ▼. Freeland, vide supra, at p. 609. 

(0 Hudson V. JKW(1874), 43 L. J. C. P. 273. 

(m) Burmester v. Hodgson (1810), 2 Camp. 488. So explained in Fordy, Cotes- 
worth, v,s. Lord Selborne in Postlethvxiite v. Freeland^ at p. 608, accepts without 
comment Lord Mansfield's rnling that the implied covenant is to unload a cargo 
in the usual and customary time, which the Court in Ford v. Cotesworth had 
dissented from (L. R. 4 Q. B. at p. 137). 

(n) Cunningham r. Dunn (1878), L. R. 3 C. P. D. 443 (C.A.), following Ford 
V. Cotesworth (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 544. These two cases seem reconcilable with 
such cases as Barker y. Hodgson (1814), 2 M. & S. 271, and Blight v. Page (1801), 
3 B. & P. 295, note, cited in the last Article ; by the presence in the latter class 
of cases of a definite time for loading or unloading. Thus Martin, B., says in 
Fordr, CoiesuHfrth *^ the fact of the delay being caused by the act of God, or other 
vis major, does not relieve the charterer from liability for demurrage where the 
loading or unloading is to be done in a certain time, and I have no doubt that is 
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Article 133. — To load or wdoad with etutonuiry deBpatck or 

in customary manner. 

If an obligation to load or unload, indefinite as to time, is 
qualified or partly defined by express or implied reference to 
the custom or practice of a particular port, every impedi- 
ment arising from or out of that custom or practice which 
the charterer or shipowner could not have OT^rcome by the 
use of any reasonable diligence (o) ought to be taken into 
consideration (p). 

t1i6 true principle where the freighter has entered into a positive undertaking 
to load or discharge in a given number of days ; but there the liability b created 
by the charterer's own act in entering into the positive undertaking." Cunning^ 
ham V. Dannf and Ford v. Cotesvoorth should therefore be limited to cases where 
no express time is stipulated for, but a reasonable one is implied, and the obstacle 
prevents either party from performing the contract. See also Sjoerds v. JJusoombe 
(1812), 16 East, 201. 

The parties may have expressly provided for such cases by the charter, as in 
Adanuon v. Nevocastle Insurance Association (1879), L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 462, where 
there was a clause '^ in case of war, blockade, or prohibition of export, preventing 
loading, this charter to be cancelled," and it was held that the occurrence of 
these events cancelled the charter, without any express election by either party. 

(o) In Carali v. Xenos (1862), 2 F. & F. 740, the shipowner had contracted to 
forward goods by foreign steamer, but missed the last steamer of the season ; he 
had discharged according to the custom of the port, but could by diligence have 
expedited the discharge of these goods so as to catch the steamer. Heldy that 
he was liable for the delay, apparently on the ground that he had not used 
what was due diligence under the circumstances. 

(p) Lord Selbome in Postlthwaite v. Freeland (1880), L. R. 5 App. C. 608 : 
see also Salvesen v. G>iy (1885), 13 Sc. Sess. Oases, 4th Ser. 85. Where the 
charter is ** to deliver as fast as the custom of the port would allow," and the 
bill of lading is silent, and there is no custom of the port : ffeld, that the implied 
contract in the bill of lading to deliver within a reasonable time prevails : Fbtcler 
T. Knoop (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 299. As to damages for not loading "in regular 
turn," see Jones v. Adamson (1876), L. R. 1 Ex. D. 60 ; Taylor v. Clay (1846), 
9 Q. B. 713. 

According to Lord Blackburn (L. R. 5 App. C. at pp. 620, 621), the ^ usual and 
customary time " is to be construed with reference to the state of things then 
existing. It is not however easy to reconcile this with either Lord Hatherley's 
remarks (L. R. 5 App. 0. at p. 612) or the case of Ashcroft v. Crow Colliery Co. 
(1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 540. There the vessel was to be loaded with <<the usual 
despatch of the port," and the regulations of the port prevented the charterer, who 
had other vessels to load, from loading the ship so quickly as another merchant 
could have done. The vessel was loaded with the usual despatch of such a vessel 
at that time with such a charterer ; but not with the usual despatch at that time 
of such a vessel with an ordinary charterer, or with the usual despatch of a vessel 
in the ordinary state of the port. The Court held that the vessel was not loaded 
with the usual despatch, and Lord Blackburn (L. R. 5 App. C. at p. 622) says : 
** this is probably right." If so the distinction must be that the cause of the delay 
was the charterer's own act, a *' self-impcsed inability," which constitutes absence 
of reasonable diligence. Thus though the then state of the port is material in 
deciding what is ** the usual despatch," the then state of the charterer's engage- 
ments is not. See also Wright v. New Zealand Shipping Cb. (1879), L. R. 4 Ex. D. 
165 ; TUlett v. Cwm Avon (1886), 2 Times L. R. 675, and note (r), p. 215. 
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Com 1. — ^A ship was chartered to unload at London " in the usual and 
customary time," The ship was discharged in her turn, with due 
diligence, but, owing to the crowded state of the docks, was detained forty- 
nine days longer than the usual time of discharge when the docks were 
not crowded. Hddj that the charterer was not liable (9). 

Case 2. — A ship was chartered to deliver rails at Z., " the cargo to be 
discharged with all despatch according to the custom of the port." The 
custom was to discharge such cargo by a warp and lighters, which were 
under the absolute control of a company, who discharged vessels in their 
order of arrival. Owing to the number of vessels, and the insufficiency of 
lighters, the vessel did not begin to discharge for thirty-one days. Lighters 
could not have been procured from elsewhere in sufficient time to lessen 
the delay. Eeldt that the charterer (C.) was only bound to use the means 
of despatch habitually used at the port, and having used these with all 
the diligence in his power, was not liable for demurrage (r). 

Case 3. — ^A ship was chartered to unload " in the usual and customary 
manner ;" during her unloading the authorities stopped her discharge, and 

(^) Bodgers v. Forrester (1810), 2 Camp. 483. 

(r) Fostlethwaite v. Freeland (1880), L. R. 5 App. C. 599. 

This decision leaves the authority of Wright v. New Zealand Shipping Co., 
(1879, L. R. 4 Ex. D. 165), in a very unsatisfactory condition. In that case there 
was no express stipulation as to the time of unloading ; the port was crowded and 
always was at that time of year, and nearly half the ships in the port belonged 
to the charterers (C.) ; there was an insufficient supply of lighters ; only two 
firms had them, imd C. only employed one. The ship was detained seventy-two, 
instead of thirty-five days. In the Court of Appeal, Bramwell, Cotton, and 
Thesiger, L.JJ., though holding that C. was not bound to provide appliances not 
ordinarily used at the port, decided that an insufficient supply of lighters owing 
partly to C.'s own engagements was no defence. In Fostlethwaite v. Freelamdy 
Cotton, L.J., held to his original opinion, but Brett and Thesiger, L.JJ., held that 
0. was not liable. Thesiger, L.J., distinguished his preyious decision on three 
groonds : (1) in that case there was no express provision as to the custom of the 
port : (2) the charterer's inability rested partly on the number of his own 
vessels : (3) that the number of vessels, being exceptional, could not be considered* 
This last reason appears very unsatisfactory in view of Burmester v. Hodgson 
(1810), 2 Camp. 489, and Bodgers v. Forrester (1810), 2 Camp. 483. When the 
case came before the House of Lords, Lord Selborne distinguished Wright v. New 
Zealand Shipping Co. on two grounds ; (1) there was then no express reference to 
the custom of the port ; (2) there was no evidence that reasonable diligence 
would not have enabled the charterer to provide sufficient lighters. Lord Black- 
bum expressly disapproved of the case, but curiously enough approved Ashcroft 
V. Crow Colliery Co, (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 540, et vide supra^ note (p), which also 
turned on a ** self-imposed inability " of the charterer, owing to the number of 
vessels he had contracted to load, this being one of the grounds on which 
Cotton, L.J., had based his judgment in Wright v. New Zealand Co, The dicta of 
some of the Lords Justices that ^* reasonable time *' refers to ordinary circum- 
stances, cannot be supported, but must, it is submitted, be read, *' a time reason- 
able in the then circumstances, so far as they are not caused by self-imposed 
liabilities, or negligence on the part of the charterer, such as engagements to 
discharge more vessels than he can discharge in a reasonable time.'' Wright v. 
New Zealand Co, was followed by the Divisional Court, in Tillett v. Cwm Avon 
(1886), 2 Times L. R. 675, where the consignees of goods under a bill of lading 
with no stipulation as to unloading, were owners of three out of the five berths 
at the port of discharge, but had ships already discharging there, whereby the 
ship was detained seven days before she could begin to discharge. It was held, 
that the consignees were liable for the delay as unreasonable. The relation of 
Ashcroft V. Crow Colliery Co,, vide supra, to Tapsoott v. Balfour (1872), L. R. 
8 C P. 46, has been discussed : ante, note to Article 39, p. 81. 
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ordered her to leave her discharging berth. Held, that the charterers were 
not liable for such delay, for, as both parties were to concur in the act of 
unloading, the implied contract was that each would use reasonable 
diligence in performing his part ; and the intervention of superior autho- 
rity, which could not have been avoided by any diligence, excused both 
parties («). 



Artide 134. — Who are liable for demurrage on a Charter. 

Where there is a charter containing express stipulations 
as to demurrage, there will be liable on it, for demurrage : — 

(1.) The charterer and his agents (^), unless (A.) they 
have been freed by the cesser clause {v) ; or (B.) they have 
been freed by a new contract on the bill of lading (a;). 

(2.) The parties to the bill of lading, if the charterparty 
stipulations as to demurrage are expressly incorporated in 
the bill of lading (y). 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered with the usual stipulations for freight, 
demurrage, and a cesser clause. The charterers shipped the cargo them- 
selves, and accepted bills of lading, making the goods deliverable to them- 
selves at port of discharge, '* they paying freight and all other conditions as 
per charter/' In an action by shipowners against charterers as consignees 
under the bill of lading, for demurrage at the port of discharge. Edd^ 
that they were liable, as the bill of lading only incorporated those clauses 
of the charter which were consistent with its character as a bill of lading, 
and therefore, though it incorporated the provisions as to demurrage, 
did not incorporate the cesser clause (x). 

Case 2. — C. chartered a ship from A., to pay a named freight, sixteen 
lay-days, and demurrage at £2 per day. G. shipped a cargo consigned to 
G. in London, under a bill of lading, " paying freight as per charter," 
with a memorandum in the margin, ** there are eight working days lor 
unloading in London." G. was sued by A. for demurrage. EM, that as 
the bill of lading did not clearly show that the conditions as to demurrage 
in the charter were incorporated in the bill of lading, G. was not liable (z). 

Case 3. — ^Under a bill of lading of goods deliverable to G., " he paying 
for said goods as per charter, with primage and average accustomed," G. 



(s) Ford v. CotesuH>rth (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 549. The remarks of Baron 
Martin shew that this decision must be limited to cases where no fixed time for 
loading has been stipulated for : see note (n), supra, p. 213 ; see also Sjoerds ▼. 
Luacombe (1812), 16 East, 201. 

(t) See the cases on charterparty freight. Article 144. 

(tt) See Article 54. 

Ix) GtUHsohen v. Stetoart (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 317. 

(y) They were held to be incorporated in Forteus v. Watney (1878), L. R. 
3 Q. B. D. 535 ; Wegener v. Smith (1854), 15 C. B. 285 ; Gray v. Carr (1S71X 
L. B. 6 Q. B. 522 : not to be incorporated in Chappel v. Comfort (1861), 10 C. B., 
N. S. 802 ; Smith v. Sieveking (1855), 4 £. & B. 945. 

(«) Chappell V. Comfort (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 8Q2. 
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was held not liable for demurrage at the port of loading, due under the 
charter (a). 

Case 4. — C. chartered a ship from A., " fifty running days to be allowed 
for loading, and ten days on demurrage over and above the said laying 
days at £8 per day," the owner to have a lien for demurrage : there was a 
cesser clause. C. shipped goods under a bill of lading, '* to be delivered as 
per charter to G., he paying freight and all other conditions or demurrage 
as per charter.** The ship was detained at her port of loading, ten days on 
demurrage, and eighteen days besides. A. claimed a lien against G. for 
demurrage and damages for detention. Hddy that G. was liable for the 
demurrage, but not for the damages for detention, which were not clearly 
included in the bill of lading (6). 



Article 135. — Who is liable for demurrage in a Bill of 

Lading, 

Where there is an express stipulation as to demurrage con- 
tained in a bill of lading, demurrage due under it will be 
payable by : — 

(1.) The shipper or consignor (c) ; 

(2.) By every person presenting such bill of lading and 
demanding delivery under it {d), if the jury find from such 
demand an agreement in fact to pay it {e). 

(3.) Under the Bills of Lading Act (/), by every consignee 
named in the bill of lading to whom the property has passed 
by such consignment, or indorsee to whom the property has 
passed, either by indorsement or by indorsement followed by 
delivery. 

There is contained in every bill of lading an implied 
contract by the consignor, to unload the goods in a reason- 
able time {g) ; on this contract the consignee named in the 

(a) amith v. Sieveking (1855), 4 £. & B. 945. 

(6) Gray v. Carr (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 522. 

(c) Catffthron v. Trickett (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 754. 

(df) Per Cave, J., in Allen v. ColtaH (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 782, at p. 785; Palmer 
V. Zarifi (1877), 37 L. T. 790 ; Dobbin v. Thornton (1806), 6 Esp. 16 ; Jesson y. Solly 
(1811), 4 Taiint. 52 ; Stindt v. Roberts (1848), 5 D. & L. 460; Young v. Moeller 
(1855), 5 E. & B. 755 ; Wegener v. Smith (1854), 15 C. B. 285 : on which cases 
see Selbome, L.C., in 10 App. C. p. 89* That such delivery is good consideration 
for a promise to pay demurrage : see Scotson v. Pegg (1861), 6 H. & N. 295 : 
Benson v. ffippius (1828), 4 Bing. 455. 

(e) Sanders v. Vanzeller (1843), 4 Q. B. 260. 

(/) 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill (Appendix III.) ; see also Allen v. Cdtart, vide supra, 
and Article 75. 

(g) Fowler v. Knoop (1878), L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 299 ; The Clan Uacdonald (1883), 
L. R. 8 P. D. 178 ; TilleU v. Cum Avon (1886), 2 Times L. R. 675. 18 & 19 
Vict. c. 111. The effect is to render the earlier cases, such as Evans v. Forster 
(1830), 1 B. & Ad. 118, of doubtful authority. 
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bill of lading and the indorsee to whom the property has 
passed will be, and the person taking delivery under such 
bill of lading may be, liable (A). On this implied contract 
the shipowper and not the master is entitled to sue (i). 

Que 1. — Gkx)d8 were shipped under a bill of lading, with a memomndom, 
** ship is to be cleared in sixteen days, and £8 per day demurrage to be 
paid after that time.** Edd, that the consignee taking delivery of goods 
under such a bill of lading was liable to pay the demurrage (Jc), 

Com 2. — ^A bill of lading, containing clauses as to demurrage, was 
pledged to I. for advances. I. took delivery of goods under the bill of 
lading. Heldj that L was not liable under the Bills of Lading Act to pay- 
demurrage, merely by reason of the pledge of the bill of lading, but that 
he became liable by taking delivery of the goods under it Q). 

Case 3. — C. chartered a ship from A., " to be discharged as fast as the 
custom of the port would allow," and took bills of lading for the cargo, 
which did not refer to demurrage. There was no custom of the port of 
discharge. G. the consignee, had sold the beneficial interest in the ^oods 
to P., and gave a delivery order in his &vour. Hdd, that G., as consignee, 
was liable on the implied contract in the bill of lading under the Bills of 
Lading Act (h). 

(A) Fowler v. Kfmp (1878), L. R. 4 Q. K D. 299. 

(%) Brouncher v. Soott (1811), 4 Taant. 1 ; Evans v. Forstevy vide swpra ; 
(knotkron v. Trickett^ vide supra, where the master, who was a part owner and 
managing owner, was held entitled to sue the consignor on the implied contract. 

(A) Jesson V. Solly (1811), 4 Taant. 52. 

(0 AUen V. Coltart (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 782. 
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SECTION X. 

Fbeioht. 

Article 136. — Freight: what it is. 

" Pbeight," in the ordinary mercantile sense, is the reward 
payable to the carrier for the carriage aud arrival of the 
goods ready to be delivered to the merchant (a). The true 
test of the right to freight is the question whether the service 
in respect of which the freight was contracted to be paid has 
been substantially performed {b)^ or if not whether its per- 
formance has been prevented by the act of the cargo- 
owner (c). 

Under a simple contract to pay freight (h) no freight is pay- 
able if the goods are lost (d) on the voyage (e), or for any 
other reason, except the fault of the merchant alone (/), are 
not delivered at the port of destination. 



■(d) The definition of the Judicial Committee in Kirchner v, Venus (1859), 
12 Moore, P. C. 361, at p. 390, is, ** Freight is the reward payable to the carrier 
for the safe carriage and delivery of goods." On this we may remark that Dakin 
v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 646, see p. 665, shows that safe carriage in the 
sense of delivery of goods in good condition is not necessary, and that cases like 
Cargo ea Argos (1873) L. R. 5 P. C. 134, and Cargo ex GaJam (1863), B. & L. 167, 
show that actual delivery of goods is not essential, readiness to deliver sufficing. 

(6) Per Willes, J., Dakin v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 646, at p. 664 ; 
Kirchner v. Venus (1859), 12 Moore, P. C. 361, at p. 390, and Section XL, on Lien, 
post. 

(c) Cargo ex ArgoSf vide supra ; Cargo ex Galam, vide supra ; and Article 139. 

(d) A guarantee of a gross freight of £900 will be payable if the freight is less 
than £900, though the vessel is lost on the voyage, as the breach occurs at the 
port of loading : Carry, Wallachian Co. (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 468. 

(e) As to whether a charter includes one voyage or two, so that freight is 
payable for a part of the chartered services, though the ship is lost in performing 
the other part ; see Maokrell v. Si-mw^d (1776), 2 Chit. 666. The clause " ship 
lost or not lost " is now very usual. This clause only refers to losses through 
perils excepted: G. Indian Railway Co. v. Tumbull (1885), 53 L. T. 325. Some- 
times the clause " freight to be considered earned, ship lost or not lost, at any 
stage of the entire transit *' is found in through bills of lading ; see Article 22. 

(/) See Article 139. 
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From the signing and deliyery of biUs of lading (e), while 
the goods are in course of carriage without unreasonable 
delay, and until they are deliyered to the merchant, the 
master of the ship has a lien on them for the freight due for 
such carriage, and cannot be compelled to part with them 
till such freight is paid and the bills of lading delivered 

These incidents to freight exist by rule of law, and do not 
need a bill of lading or other written contract between the 
parties to support them, though they may be excluded by 
such a written contract (ff). 

The term "freight" will be presumed to have its ordinary 
mercantile meaning (h), unless evidence is found in the 
charter or bill of lading, which negatives this, or raises an 
ambiguity, when oral evidence may be given as to the in- 
tention of the parties (t). 

Case 1. — Goods were shipped under a bill of lading with the words, 
" Freight payable in London." Evidence was tendered that by the custom 
of the steam shipping trade this meant "freight payable in advauce in 
London." Held, inadmissible, the word " freight " being well understood, 
and there being no words here to qualify it {k). 

Case 2. — ^Evidence tendered to shew that the term " freight " in a charter, 
which also referred to *' passage money," included the passage money of 
steerage passengers. Edd, inadmissible (Q. 



(e) Tinddl y. Tayhr (1854), 4 £. & B. 219, at p. 227 ; Thompsw y. TraU 
(1826), 2 Car. & P. 384. And see Article 150» on Liens, post 

(g) Dakin y. Oxky (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 646, at p. 664 ; Kirchner v. Venus 
(1859), 11 Moore, P. C. 361, at p. 390. 

(A) Krall y. Burnett (1877), 25 W. R. 305 ; Lewis v. Marshall (1844), 7 M. & G. 
729 ; Blahey v. Dix(m (1800), 2 B. & P. 321. This will allow the introduction 
of usages of the particular trade, or practices of merchants creating rights 
between the parties to a contract in respect of some matter which is not in terms 
provided for by the contract; see per Willes, J., in Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 
16 C. B., N. S. 646, at p. 662, and Article 8, ante. So Brown v. Byrne (1854) 
3 E. & B. 703 ; where a custom at Liverpool as to discount from freight was held 
binding: See also Russian SUam Navigation Co, v. De Stiva (1863), 13 C. B.,N. S. 
610 ; The Norway (1865), 3 Moore P. C, N. S. 245. In Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 
16 C. B., N. S. 646, evidence of a particular method of payment of freight, 
tendered as a " general custom of merchants," was rejected as a mere mode of 
carrying on business ; and in Kirchner y. Venus, vide supra, evidence of custom as 
to freight was held inadmissible on the ground that one of the parties, being 
ignorant of it, could not have intended, or be presumed to have intended to be 
bound by it : sed quaere ; and see note, ante, p. 19. 

(i) LidgeU v. Perrin (1861), 11 C. B., N. S. 362; Andrew v. Moorhouse 
(1814), 5 Taunt. 435 ; and see Article 8. 

(A) Krall V. Burnett, vide supra. See also Mashiter v. Bvikr (1807), 1 Camp. 
84, criticised by Brett, J., L R. 1 App. C. 218. 

(0 Lewis V. Marshall (1844), 7 M. & 6. 729. 



FREIGHT. 221 

Ckue 3. — Goods were shipped under a bill of lading, which was not pro- 
duced at the trial; but the shipping card contained the words "freight 
payable here." There was also tendered oral evidence of conversations as 
to this clause. Hddj ambiguous as to the time of payment, the oral 
evidence admissible, and the nature of the actual contract a question for 
the Jury (m). 

dose 4. — Alleged contract to pay the sum due for freight and carriage 
of goods on the delivery of the bill of lading, ffeldf nothing recoverable 
8tih nomine freight, as nothing could be due on the delivery of the bill of 
lading without a special contract, " freight " not being due till the delivery 
of the goods (n). 

Note 1. — ^^Wiih Primage and Average a>ccu8tomed,** — PrimagewM 
originally a small payment made by the merchant to the master 
for care and attention bestowed on his goods, for which the 
master could sue (o). By the master's agreement with the ship- 
owner, primage may and usually does belong to the shipowner ; 
and in that case the master cannot contract in the bill of lading 
that it should be paid to him (p). Primage at the present time 
is a percentage on the freight, paid to the shipowner by the 
merchant; part of it is sometimes allowed to the merchant's 
shipping agent by the shipowner. as his remuneration, being in 
effect a sort of commission. It is very rare to find a master 
receiving primage at the present day. 

Average accustomed, or petty average, refers to certain small 
charges and expenses which used to be borne partly by ship and 
partly by cargo ; the charge is now obsolete. 

Note 2. — ^Freight is usually payable under a voyage charter, 
in accordance with the express provisions of the charter, thus : 
a certain proportion of the freight, or a certain lump sum on 
sailing ; remainder on delivery, either by cash or by specified 
bills. If the charter is a roimd charter, or there are loading and 
discharging expenses in the course of the voyage, such disburse- 
ments are usually by the charter to be advanced against the 
freight by the charterers or their agents (q). 

The time charter clause speaks for itself. The following are 
specimens of clauses as to freight in charters : — 

" On being paid freight on the quantity delivered at the rate 
of , freight being paid — one third in cash on signing bill 

of lading less 5 per cent, for interest and insurance ; sufi&cient 
cash, at current rate of exchange, for ship's disbursements, to be 
advanced free of charge, at port of discharge, and the remainder 



(m) Lidgett v. Perriny vide supra, distingaishable from Krall v. Burnett bj the 

8D6Ciftl fftcts 

(n) Biakey t. Dixon (1800), 2 B. & P. 321. 

(o) Charleton v. Cotesworth (1825), R. & M. 175 ; Best v. Saunders (1828), 
M. & M. 208. 

(/?) Caughey v. Gord(m (1878), 3 C. P. D. 419. 

(g) Under certain circnmstances the charterers maj in effect have to pay their 
advances twice : Rodooonachi v. MiOnum (1886), L. R. 17 Q. B. D. 316, sed quaere. 
This case is now (Oct. 1886) under appeal. 



222 ADVANCE. 

by an approved bill in London, at three months' date on the 
right and true delivery of the cargo agreeably to bills of 
lading : " — or in a time charter : — 

** ^e charterers shall pay for the nse and hire of the said 
vessel at the rate of per gross register ton per calendar 

month, and at and after the same rate for any part of a month ; 
time to continue until the delivery to the owners, unless lost, at 
London. Should the vessel be lost without being heard of^ hire 
shall cease to be due fifteen days after the date on which she 
left her last port." 

Where the charterers propose to put the ship up as a general 
ship, and the captain may sign bills of lading at a lower rate of 
freight than the charter, the shipowners usually protect them- 
selves thus : ** any difiference between charter and bill of lading 
to be settled at port of loading before sailing ; if in vessel's 
favour, to be paid in cash, at current rate of exchange less in- 
surance; if in charterer's favour, by captain's draft, payable 
three days after ship's arrival at port of discharge." 

Note 3. — Stipulations as to the payment of freight in the bill 
of lading vary very much. It is very conmion to find the 
freight made due and payable " on shipment of the goods," or 
" in exchange for bills of lading," or ** on or before the departure 
of the vessel." A very usual clause is " Freight for ttie said 
goods with primage to become due on shipment, and to be paid 
in London in cash without deduction, ship lost or not lost;" 
where the freight is to be paid on delivery it is sometimes 
secured thus : '* Freight and primage for the said goods to be 
paid at destination, but if the consignee for any reason, perils 
of the sea excepted, refuses to pay the same, shippers hereby 
undertake to pay amount here on demand," or " to be delivered 
after safe arrival at Z. to G., freight for the said goods as per 
margin being paid first in London." The clause " ship lost or 
not lost," almost always appears. A proviso is sometimes 
inserted for the payment of double freight on goods incorrectly 
described. 



Article 137. — Advance Freight, 

Where money is to be paid by the shipper to the ship- 
owner before the delivery of the goods, such payment will 
be treated as an advance of freight, or as a loan, according 
to the intention of the parties as expressed in the docu- 
ments (r). A stipulation that it shall be paid '* subject to 



(r) Allison y. Bristd Marine Insurance Co. (1876), L. R. 1 App. 0. 200, «t 
pp. 217, 233, in which all the cases are discussed by Brett, J., and Kirchner r, 
Venus (1859), 12 Moore, P. C. 361, b explained. 
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insurance," or ** less insurance," will indicate that the pay- 
ment is in advance of freight {s). 

If it is an advance of freight, it must be paid, though the 
goods are before payment lost by excepted perils, and it will 
not be recoverable from the shipowner if the goods are after 
payment so lost {t). It will be recoverable if the goods are not 
lost by excepted perils (a;), or if the shipowner has not ful- 
filled the condition precedent, of the starting within a reason- 
able time of a seaworthy ship on the agreed Toyage (»). 

If advance freight be not paid at the time specified, there 
M ill not be a lien for it on the goods carried, without express 
stipulation (a). 

Payments for ship's use by the person liable to pay freight, 
before such freight is due, without authority from the contract 
of afiieightment, will be treated rather as loans than as pre- 
payment of freight (i). 

If the payment in advance is regarded as a loan by the 
shipper to the shipowner, whether on security of the freight 
or not (c), it is repayable, if freight to that amount be not 
due from the shipper, whether the ship be lost or not, and it 
cannot be insured by either party (d). 

(s) Allison V. Brisid Co., vide supra, at p. 229 ; Hicks v. Shield (1857), 7 E. & B. 
633 ; Jackson v. Isaacs (1858), 3 H. & N. 405, in which the charterer was to 
deduct cost of insurance from advance freight ; Frayes v. Worms (1865), 19 C. B., 
N. S. 159, in which it was held that general average on advance freight was to be 
paid by the charterer. According to Rodoconachi v. Milburn (1886), L. R. 
i? Q. B. D. 316, if the charterer has omitted to insure, he will be liable for such 
advance freight a second time, if, the ship being lost, he claims as damages the 
price he would have received for the cargo, had the voyage been completed. This 
case is now (Oct. 1886) under appeal. 

(t) Anonymous Case (1684), 2 Shower, 283; De Silvale v. Kendall (1815), 
4 M. & S. 37 ; Byrne v. Schiller (1871), L. R. 6 Ex. 20, 319 ; Saunders v. I>rew 
(1832), 3 B. & Ad. 445. For the explanation of this rule, which is peculiar to 
English law, and probably arose from the long voyages of the East India trade, 
see Brett, J., in L. R. 1 App. C. 223. 

(x) G. Indian Peninsular R, Co, v. Turvimll (1885), 53 L. T. 325. 

(js) Ex parte Nyholm, In re Child (1873), 29 L. T. 634. 

(a) Hou) V. Kirchner (1857), 11 Moore, P. C. 21 ; Kirchner ^. Venus (1859), 
12 Moore, P. C. 361 ; Tamvaco v. Simpson (1866), 19 C. B., N. S. 453, see the 
judgment of Willes, J. ; Ex parte Nyholm. In re Child (1873), 29 L. T. 634, and 
see Articles 150, 155, 157, /x>sf. 

(5) Tanner v. Phiilips (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 125 ; The Salacia (1862), 32 L J. 
Adm. 43, and see Article 147, s. vii. 

(c) It may not involve a set-off against the freight. 

Id) Watsm v. Shankland (1873), L. R. 2 H. L. Sc. 304 ; Manfsld v. Maiikmd 
(1821), 4 B. & Aid. 582 ; Allison v. Bristol Marine Insurance Co, (1876), L. R. 
1 App. C. 229, 253. 
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Cam 1. — Goods were shipped under a charter '* to be delivered on being 
paid fireidit £5 per ton delivered . . . Gash for ship's disbursements to be 
advanced to the extent of £300, free of interest, but subject to insur- 
ance . . . The freight to be paid on unloading and right delivery of cargo 
as follows, in cash, less two months' interest at 5 per cent., and if required 
£300 to be paid in cash on arrival at port of loading, less two months' 
interest." D., agent for the charterer, C, advanced £300 ; the ship v^as 
lost on the voyage, and C. claimed £300 from A., the shipowner, as a 
loan. Eddf that the charter, and the provision for insurance, shewed 
conclusively that the advance was for freight, and not for a loan, and as 
such could not be recovered, though the ship was lost (e). 

C<ue 2. — A ship was chartered, '* freight to be paid thus : £1200 to be 
advanced the master by freighter's agents at X., and to be deducted with 
1\ per cent, commission on the amount advanced, and cost of insiuance, 
from freight on settlement thereof, and the remainder on right delivery of 
the cargo at port of discharge, in cash . . . the master to sign bills of 
lading at any current rate of freight required without prejudice to the 
charter, but not under chartered rates unless the difference be paid in 
cash." The shippers paid the £1200, and required the master to sign bills 
of lading under chartered rates, putting off the payment in cash of the 
difference, £700, by excuses. The ship was lost on the voyage. Hdd^ the 
£1200 could not be recovered back from the shipowners, and the shipowners 
could recover the £700, the intention being that it should be advance of 
freight, payable whether the ship was lost or not (/). 

Case 3. — GKx)d8 were shipped under a charter, ** Four-fifths of freight 
calculated on quantity shipped to be advanced and paid in cash in one 
month from the vesseFs sailing from her last port in Great Britain, steamer 
lost or not lost." The excepted perils did not include the master's negli- 
gence. She sailed July 12, and was lost through the negligence of her 
master on July 19, the loss being known on July 21 ; on July 26 the 
freighter paid four-fifths of freight to the charterer. Heldf that the freighter 
could recover such payment, as '* lost or not lost " only referred to losses 
by excepted perils, and not to a loss by master's negligence (jg). 

Case 4. — GKxxls were shipped under a charter, '* freight to be paid, half 
in cash on unloading and right delivery of cargo, and the remainder by 
bill in London at four months' date. The captain to be supplied with cash 
for ship's use." Under the last clause, the master drew a bill for £219 on 
the freighters, which was accepted and paid. The ship was lost on the 
voyage. JBeld^ that the sum of £219 was a loan, repayable by the ship- 
owner whatever the result of the voyage, and consequently not insurable 
by the charterer (h). 

Case 5. — Goods were shipped under a charter, ** Sufficient cash for ship's 
disbursements to be advanced, if required, to the captain by charterers (0.) 
on account of freight at current rate of exchange subject to insurance only." 
The whole freight was £735. 0. advanced at X. £160, being allowed £5 
for insurance. 0. did not insure the £160. The ship was lost by perils 



(e) Hicks y. Shield (1857), 7 £. & B. 633. See also Allisoa y. Bristol Insur- 
ance Co., vide supra; and for a curious case of advance freight, see The Thyatira. 
(1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 155. 

(/) Byrne v. Schiller (1871), L. R. 6 Ex. 20, 319. That the shipowners would 
have no lien for such a difference without an express agreement, is shewn by 
Gardner v. Tredimann (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 154. 

Cg) G. Indian Pen, R. Co. v. Tumbull (1885), 53 L. T. 325. 

(h) Manfield v. Maitland (1821), 4 B. & Aid. 582. 
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not excepted, and 0. claimed to recover £8500, the price for which the 
goods were sold "to arrive," less £675 balance of freight. The ship- 
owners claimed to deduct £735, the whole freight. Eddy they were 
entitled to do so («). 



Article 138. — Bach Freight. 

When the ship is either ready to deliver cargo at the port 
of destination, or is prevented by excepted perils from reach- 
ing such port (j), but the merchant does not take delivery 
or forward instructions within a reasonable time, the master, 
if he does not tranship in the interests of the shipowner (Jc)y 
has the power and duty to deal with the cargo in the owner's 
interest at the owner's expense. He may land and warehouse 
it, or if this is impracticable, may carry it in his ship, or 
forward it in another ship, to such place as may be most 
convenient for its owner, and can charge the owner with 
remuneration for and expenses of such carriage under the 
name of " lack freight " (Q. 

Cfcwe. — Oil was shipped from X. to Havre, under a bill of lading, ** Gk>ods 
to be taken out within twenty-four hours after arrival." On reaching 
Havre the landing of oil was forbidden ; attempts to land it at other ports 
near failed. The Bhip returned to H., transhipped the oil into lighters in 
the harbour, unloaded the rest of the cargo, reshipped the oil, and brought 
it back to L. The shipper made no request for the delivery of the goods 
at Havre. Heldt that the shii>owner was entitled to the freight and 
expenses of the retiirn journey to X., as well as the original freight from 
X. to H. (0. 



Dead Freight. 
See Article 161, post 



(0 Bodoconachi v. MiOmm (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. If C. had insured, h« 
would have recovered £160 from the underwriters, the benefit of which would 
have gone to A. ; C. was not allowed, therefore, to take advantage of his 
failure to insure, for which A. had paid. This case is now (Oct. 1886) under 
appeal. 

(j) Semble, that the shipowner can here also recover similar expenses and back 
freight, incurred in interests of cargo-owner: vide Notara v. Hender^m (1870), 
L. R. 5 Q. B. 346, and Articles 101, 103. Where the voyage is prevented by its 
illegality, back freight may be recoverable where such illegality was not known 
to the shipowner, but not where it was : Heslop v. Jones (1787), 2 Chit. 550. 

(k) Article 103. 

(Q Cargo ex Argos (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 134, settling Loixi Mansfield's doubt 
in Christy v. Row (1808), 1 Taunt. 300, at p. 314. See Article 126. 
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Article 139. — Shipowner's Bight to Full Freight. 

The shipowner is entitled to the full freight in the charter 
or bill of lading : 

1. When he delivers the goods at the port of destination (m), 
or is ready to deliver them, but the consignee does not take 
delivery within a reasonable time {n). 

2. Where a lump sum as freight has been stipulated for, 
and he has delivered, or is ready to deliver, some part of such 
goods (o). 

3. Where, the necessity of transhipment having arisen, he 
has transhipped, and so caused the goods to be delivered, 
even though at a less freight than that originally contracted 
for (p). 

4. Where he has been prevented from delivering the goods 
solely by the default of the freighter, as in refusing to accept 
delivery at the port of destination (j), or in requiring delivery 
of the goods at an intermediate port (r), or in refusing to 
name a safe port to which the ship can proceed, and enter (s). 

Case 1. — F. shipped cement under a bill of lading, " Freight to be paid 
within three days after the arrival of ship before the delivery of any por- 
tion of the goods specified in this bill of lading." The vessel arrived, bat 
on the day of arrival a fire accidentally arose which necessitated the 
scuttling of the ship, and the cement was so acted upon by water as to 
cease to exist as cement. HfM^ that the master must be ready to deliver 
before freight was payable, and therefore no freight was due (t). 

Case 2. — F. shipped petroleum on A.'s ship to be delivered at Havre, to 
be taken by F. within twenty-four hours of ship's arrival at Havre. At 
H. the port authorities refused to allow the petroleum to be landed or the 
ship to come to the ordinary place of discharge in the port. The ship was 
allowed to anchor in the outer port, and F. could have taken delivery of 
the petroleum there into lighters. F. made no application of any sort for 



(m) Delivery need not be to the consignee, if it is in a manner approved by 
him : see Fenwick v. Boyd (1846), 15 M. & W. 632. 

(») Dwthie V. HilUm (1868), L. R. 4 C. P. 188, at p. 148 ; Cargo ex Argos 
(1872), L. R. 5 P. C. 134 ; and per Lord Mansfield, in Luke v. Lyde (1 759), 2 Burr. 
883 

(o) F»<fo, Article 140. 

(p) Shipton V. Thornton (1838), 1 P. & D. 216; Matthews v. OMs (1860), 
30 L. J. Q. B. 55, is not inconsistent with this, but turns on specific facts ; and see 
Article 103. 

(q) Cargo ex Argos, vide supra. 

(r) 27ie Bahia (1864), B. & L. 292 ; Cargo ex GdUm (1863), B. k L. 167 ; 
The Sobhmsten (1866), L. R. 1 Adm. 293 ; Luke v. Lyde (1759), 2 Burr, at p. 888. 

(s) The Teutottia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171. 

(0 Duthie V. Milton (1868), L. R. 4 C. P. 138. 
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the goods to the ship. Hetd^ that A. hnd done all that was required on 
his part, and was entitled to full freight (u). 

Case 3. — F. shipped goods from X. to Z. on the French ship 8. During 
the voyage, from sea damage, the vessel put into Y. French law requires 
a " certificate of innavigability " before the voyage could be abandoned. 
Before the legal process of obtaining this certificate was completed, F. 
arrested the ship, and obtained the cargo without the master's consent. 
Held, that as the reasonable time allowed the master in which to tranship 
or repair had not expired, F. had no right to seize the cargo, aud was liable 
for the whole freight (v). 

Case 4. — C. chartered A.'s ship to carry a cargo from X. to Z. Unknown 
to A. there was a Respondentia bond on the cargo. On the voyage to Z. 
the ship was stranded at Y., and while there the cargo was seized by the 
bondholder and sold, C. not interfeiing. Held^ that as A. was prevented 
from carrying to Z. by the act of C, he was entitled to full freight to 
Z. (»). 

Cose 6. — A German vessel was chartered to proceed to Y. for orders, and 
thence to a safe port as ordered in Great Britain, or on the continent 
between Havre and Hamburg. On reaching Y. the ship was ordered to 
Dunkirk, then safe, but before the ship's arrival there, owing to war 
between France and Germany the vessel could not safely enter, and 
accordingly proceeded to Dover. The charterers required her to proceed to 
Dunkirk, and refused to name any other port, or to pay freight at Dover. — 
Hddj that as the charterers had failed to name a port safe on arrival, the 
ship was discharged from the necessity of completing her voyage, and the 
shipowner was entitled to full freight at Dover (y). 



Article 140. — Lump Freight. 

Lump freight is a gross sum stipulated to be paid for the 
use of the entire ship ; it will, therefore, be payable if the 
shipowner be ready to perform his contract, though no goods 
are shipped, or though part of the gools shipped are not 
delivered. If any goods are shipped, some must be delivered, 
to entitle the shipowner to lump freight (z). 

(u) Cargo ex Argos (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 134. 

(v) The Bdhia (1864), B. & L. 292. If the goods owner tenders full freight at 
an intermediate port, the master is bound to deliver ; The Patria (1863), L. R. 
3 Adm. 436. Blasco v. Fletcher (1863), 14 C. B., N. S. 147, turns on a special 
authority from the master. 

(a;) Cargo ex Galam (1863), B. & L. 167. See also The Sobhmaten (1866), 
L. R. 1 Adm. 293. 

(y) ne TetUonia (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 171. 

(z) The Norway (1865), 3 Moore, P. C, N. S. 245 ; Robinson v. Knights (1873), 
L. R. 8 C. P. 465 ; Merchant Shipping Co, v. Armitage (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 469 ; 
L. R. 9 Q. B. 99. Dr. Lushington in The Norway y 12 L. T. 56, had expressed the 
opinion that where short delivery of goods was not due to excepted perils, the 
freighter might deduct pro rata freight for the goods not delivered, though he could 
not deduct their value, nor could he deduct the freight if the short delivery were 
due to excepted perils. The Judicial Committee, reversing him on the question of 

Q 2 
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Cate, — A ship was cTiartered to load a full cargo, proceed to Z. and 
there deliver the same on being paid " a lump freight of £315." On the 
voyage, part of the cargo, properly loaded, was lost through perils of the 
sea. Heldj that on delivery of the remainder, the fiill freight of £315 was 
payable (a). 



Article 141. — Full freight for delivery of damaged Goodi^ or 

for short delivery. 

The shipowner will be entitled to fall freight : 

1. If he is ready to deliver in substance at the port of des- 
tination the goods loaded, though in a damaged condition. 
The freighter will not be entitled to make a deduction from 
the freight for the damage, but will have a separate cause of 
action for it, if it was not caused solely by excepted perils, 
or by the vice of the goods themselves. The question is 
whether the substance delivered is identical with the sub- 
stance loaded, though it may have deteriorated in quality (b). 

Case 1. — Coal shipped under a charter was by the negligence of the 
master so deteriorated in quality as not to be worth its n^ight. The 
charterer therefore abandoned it to the shipowner and claimed to be dis- 
charged from freight. Held, he was not entitled to abandon, and was 
liable for the whole freight ; his remedy being by cross-action (c). 

Case 2. — Bricks were shipped under a charter ; by the master's negli- 
gence they arrived as brickdust. Held^ the freighter was liable for the full 
freight^ and had his remedy by cross-action (d). 

2. The shipowner is entitled to full freight, though he 
delivers less goods than the quantity named in the bill of 

fact, held that the short delivery was due to excepted perils, but also said : *' We do 
not mean to express an opinion that even if the jettison and sale had been attribut- 
able to the negligence of the master there ought to be a deduction. Perhaps in 
this case, the proper remedy of the shipper would have been by a cross-action." 
Coleridge, C.J., expresses a doubt whether this is correct in Merchant Shipping Co, 
V. Armdtage, at L. R. 9 Q. B. p. 107. 

(a) Bobinson v. Knights^ vide supra, 

(6) Dakin v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 646, per Willes, J., at pp. 664, 
et seq. ; Melhmsh v. Garrett (1858), 4 Jur., N. S., 943 ; Shields v. Davis (1815), 
6 Taunt. 65. 

(c) Dakin y. Oxley, vide supra, 

(d) Melhuish v. Garrett, vide supra. The distinction between this case and that 
of Duthie V. HUton (1868), L. R. 4 C. P. 138, where cement was affected by water, 
so as to become a solid mass, and it was held that no freight was due, is, I suppose, 
that the substance there was something different from the substance loaded, 
though the brickdust and the solid cement would seem equally useless to the 
shipper. Willes, J., in Dakin v. Oxley, at p. 667, puts the question thus : *' What 
was the thing for the carriage of which freight was to be paid, and whether that 
thing, or any and how much of it has substantially arrived." 
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lading, if he delivers all tliat were loaded {e). Statements 
of contents or weight contained in the bill of lading are 
binding against the shipper or consignee for the purposes of 
freight, if the goods are delivered as received (f). 

Case 1. — A bill of lading shewed 300 toDs to be shipped ; only 217 tons 
were delivered. On proof that no more had been loaded ; hdd, that the 
whole freight was due (jg). 

Case 2. — ^A ship was chartered to pay freight at Ts. per quarter 
delivered to consignee, but if any part was delivered damaged, freight 
should be paid at captain's option, either on invoice quantity loaded as per 
bill of lading, or balf freight on damaged portion. Eighty quarters were 
damaged, and the captain elected to receive full freight on the bill of lading 
amount. This was '* 2368 quarters, quantity and quality unknown," but 
only 2266 quarters were delivered. Held, that the shippers were liable to 
pay on the bill of lading amount (h). 



Article 142. — Freight pro rata /or short delivery . 

If the shipowner, contracting to load a full cargo, only 
loads and carries part of it (t), or if, having loaded a fall 
cargo, he only delivers part of it, he will, in the absence of a 
stipulation for lump freight (h), only be entitled to freight 
pro rata in the quantity delivered ; and the freighter can 
counterclaim for short delivery, not solely caused by excepted 
perils, or the vice of the goods themselves (Z). 

Case, — ^A ship was chartered to proceed to X. and there load a complete 
cargo of hemp, and proceed to Z. and deliver the same on being paid 
freight at £5 per ton. A complete cargo was not loaded. Held, that the 
shipowner could recover freight pro rata on the quantity delivered, and 
the freighter had a cross-action for failure to load a complete cargo (m). 



(e) Davidson v. Gwynne (1810), 12 East, 381 ; Blanohet v. Powell (1874)> 
L. B. 9 Ex. 74 ; Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B., N. S. 646 ; The Norway (1865), 
3 Moore, P. C, N. S. 245 ; Jessel v. Bath (1867), L. R. 2 Ex. 267. 

(O ^W/y v. Terry (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 679. See also Covas v. Bingham 
(1853), 2 E. & B. 836. 

(jg) Blanohet v. Powell^ vide supra, 

(JC) Tully V. Terry f vide supra. See also Jessel v. Bath (1867), L. R. 2 Ex. 267. 

(f) Bitchie v. Atkinson (1808), 10 East, 295. 

(k) Willes, J., suggests in Dakin v. Oxley, vide supra, an exception if the delivery 
of the whole cargo is made a condition precedent to the payment of any freight ; 
bat such a case is believed never to occur in practice. 

(0 Dakin v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. at p. 665 ; 2%e Norway (1865), 
3 Moore, P. C, N, S. 245 ; Spaight v. Famworth (1880), L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 115 ; as 
to French law, see Blanohet v. Powell (1874), L. R. 9 Ex. 74 ; as to Prussian law 
and usage, see Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B., N. S. 646. 

(m) Bitchie v. Atkinson (1808), 10 East, 295. 
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Article 143. — Freight pro rata for delivery short of jUaee of 

destination. 

Where the shipowner delivers the goods to the merchant 
short of the port of destination, he can only claim freight 
proportional to the amount of voyage completed, known as 
freight pro rata itineria peracti, or freight pro rata^ if an 
express or implied agreement to that effect exists with the 
merchant (n). 

Such an agreement will not be implied from the mere fact 
that the merchant receives his goods at the request of the 
shipowner at an intermediate port (o). 

To justify a claim for pro rata freight there must be such 
a voluntary acceptance of the goods by their owner, at a 
point short of their final destination, or such a dealing, or 
neglect to deal with them there, as to raise a fair inference 
that the further carrying of the goods (the shipowner having 
a right to carry them further), was intentionally dispensed 
with by the goods owner (p). 

Thus where the goods are arrested, and the goods owner 
knowing of their arrest, takes no step to release them, and 
allows them to be sold, a claim for pro rata freight arises (3). 
But where the shipowner has no longer a right to carry on, 
as where he abandons the ship and cargo, or where he delays 
repairs or transhipment beyond a reasonable time, the goods 



(n) Osgood v. Groning (1810); 2 Camp. 466; ITie Newport (1858), Swabey, 
336 ; Luke v. Lyde (1759), 2 Burr. 882 ; Dakin v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B., N. S., 
646, at p. 665. 

(o) The Sdblomsten (1866), L. R. 1 Adm. 293; Cook v. Jennings (1797), 7 T. R. 
381 ; Metcalf v. Brit, Iron Works (1877), L. R. 2 Q. B. D. 423; Thornton v. 
Fairlie (1818), 8 Taunt. 354. 

(jo) Osgood V. Groningy vide supra ; The Newport, mde supra ; Christy v. Row 
(1808), 1 Taunt. 299 ; Liddard v. Lopes (1809), 10 East, 526 ; Mitchell v. Darthez 
(1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 555. 

(g) The Scfolomsteuy vide supra : Lord Mansfield's remark in Luke t. Lyde, vide 
supra, at p. 888, that " if the merchant abandons all, he is excused freight, and he 
may abandon all thouorh they are not all lost," must be read with the comments of 
Willes, J., in Dakin y. Oxley, vide supra, at p. 665, who substitutes ** decline to accept " 
for ** abandon ;" in which case the goods owner, by declining to accept his goods 
short of the place of destination at pro rata freight will compel the master either 
to carry or send them on at the full freight (see Articles 103, 138, 139), or to 
give them up to their owner there, without requiring any freight. 
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owner, who receives his goods, will not thereby give the ship- 
owner any claim for freight pro rata (r). 

A sale by the master, though justifiable in the interests of 
the cargo, gives him no claim for pro rata freight, if the 
goods owner has not been consulted, whether such consulta- 
tion was possible or not (s), or having been consulted, has 
not acquiesced (t). 

Case 1. — A ship was chartered from X. to Z., but was prevented from 
reaching Z. by "restraints of princes." The consignees requested the 
master to deliver at Y. into their lighters, and he delivered part of the 
cargo there. Held, that freight pro rata was due for the part of the cargo 
delivered at Y. (w). 

Case 2. — ^A chartered vessel on the voyage became disabled, and was on 
October 2 towed into an English port, where she and the cargo were 
arrested in a salvage suit on October 7. The master took the necessary 
steps to defend the suit, but on October 24 abandoned the vessel; the 
owners of the cargo had been informed of the suit, and of the probable sale 
of the cargo, but gave no instructions. The cargo was sold by the order of 
the Court. HeUd, that the owners of the cargo by their inaction had waived 
their right to have the voyage completed, at a time when the master had 
not lost his right to tranship, and that the cargo owners were therefore 
liable to pay pro rata freight (a;). 

Case 3. — A ship was chartered to sail from X. to Z. ; owing to restraint 
of princes she was unable to proceed, and put back to Y. ; the charterers 
refused to accept the cargo at Y. ; the shipowner unloaded it after notice 
to the charterers, and it was sold by consent without prejudice to questions 
in dispute. Held, that there was no liability in the charterers to pay freight 
pro rata (y). 

Case 4. — A ship was chartered to proceed to Taganrog and deliver cargo. 
Owing to ice in the Sea of Azof she could get no further than Kertch, 300 
miles by sea from T. and would have had to wait till the spring to com- 
plete her voyage. The captain proposed to discharge the cargo, the con- 
signees objected. The captain delivered the cargo to the custom-house at 



(r) The Kathleen (1874), L. R. 4 Adm. 269 ; The Cito (1881), L. R. 7 P. D. 5 
(C.A.) ; The Leptir (1885), 52 L. T. 768. 

(s) Vlierhmi v. Chapman (1844), 18 M. & W. 230 ; Hopper v. Bumess (1876), 
L. R. 1 C. P. D. 137 ; Acatos v. Bums (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 282 (C.A.). 

(0 HUl V. Wils(m (1879), 4 C. P. D. 329. To render himself liable to pro rata 
freight, the goods owner, having had an option of baying the goods sent on to their 
destination, or of accepting them at the intermediate port, must accept the goods 
at the intermediate port : Hill v. Wilson, at p. 3;-J5. See also Blasco ▼. Fletcher 
(1863), 14 C. B., N. S. 147. i^emble, however, that while the captain must protect 
the interests of the goods, he should also protect the interests of the ship, and 
should not let the goods go without the payment of pro rata freight. 

(tt) Christy v. Bow (1808), 1 Taunt. 299. 

(j?) The Soblomsten (1866), L. R. 1 Adm. 293. Sembley the shipowner was 
entitled to full freight, as the master, beins; entitled to tranship, was prevented 
by the default of the cargo owners ; see T/w Bahia (1864), B. & L. 292. The 
case cited is distinguishable from such cases as Hopper v. Bwmess (1876), L. R. 
1 C. P. D. 137, as there the sale was by the master ; here the master was in no 
way responsible for it. 

(t/) Liddard v. Lopes (1809), 10 East, 526. 
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Kertchy claiming a lien on it for freight ; the custom-house gave it up to 
the consignees, who gave the captain a receipt for it, but declined to pay 
Ireight. Edd, that the shipowner was not eniitled to full freight, for he 
bad not completed the voyage, nor to pro rata freight, for there was no 
express or implied contract to pay it (z). 

Case 5. — 0. chartered a ship to carry a car^o from X. to Q. and deliver 
it ; to load another cargo at Q. and carry it to Z., the freight for the voyage 
out and home, payable on final delivery of the cargo, to be £1300. The 
ship reached Q. and discharged ; she then loaded a cargo and proceeded to 
Z., but on the voyi^e suffered great damage and put into Y., where the 
ship and one- third of the cargo were abandoned. The captain left for 
England, leaving instructions with the vice-consul to forward the remainder 
of the hides to Z., and they were forwarded. Eidd, that C. was liable to 
pay freight jTTo rata from Q* to T. ; that he was not liable for freight from 
X. to Q. ; nor could the shipowner claim freight from Y. to Z., as the vice- 
consul and captain in their combined action had acted as agents of G. and 
not of the shipowner (a). 

Case 6. — A ship on a voyage to Z. was, owing to the perils of the sea, 
abandoned by her crew. She was found derelict by another ship, which 
brought her into an English port Eeld, that upon satisfying the cargo's 
liability to the salvors the cargo owners were entitled to their goods without 
payment of any freight, the contract of affreightment being at an end by 
justifiable abandonment of the ship, and the shipowner having therefore no 
right to carry on by transhipment (h). 

Case 7. — A ship, /S., on a chartered voyage met with storms, and signals 
of distress were made to the ship R, The 8,^8 master and crew went on 
board the R,^ but without taking clothes or baggage ; on seeking to return 
to the 8, they were not allowed ; the master of the R, sent some of his own 
crew on board the 8, and the 8,^8 crew helped to navigate the R. Hdd^ 
that there was no such abandonment as put an end to the contract of 
carriage, (as there was either no abandonment or an unjusti6able one) ; that 
the shi|>owners were thei*efore entitled at least to pro rata freight, if the 
consignees required delivery of the cargo (c). 

Case 8. — A vessel, chartered to carry coals from X. to Z., by perils of 
the sea required repairs at Y. ; to effect this the captain justifiably sold part 
of the cargo at a higher price than he could have obtained in Z. EM, 
that as the cargo owner hail not acquiesced in the sale no claim for pro raia 
freight to Y. could be made against him (d). 

Note, — Hopper v. Eumess (d), reconciles the cases of Baillie v. 
Moudigliani (e) and Hunter v. Pringep (/), showing that mere 

(z) Metcalfe v. Britannia Iranifforks Co. (1877), L. JR. 2 Q. B. D. 423. See also 
Castel V. Trechmann (1884), 1 C. & E. 276. 

(a) Mitchell v. Darthez (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 555. 

(6) The Cito (1881), L. R. 7 P. D. 5 : see also The Kathleen (1874), L. B. 
4 Adm. 269 ; Curling v. Long (1797), 1 B. & P. 634. On rights of under- 
writers to freight, see ffickie v. Rodocanachi (1855), 4 H. & N. 455 ; Miller v. 
Woodfall (1857), 8 E. & B. 493. 

(c) 2%e Leptir (1885), 52 L. T. 768. Senile, that if the owners were willing 
to tranship and carry on, the consignees were not entitled to their goods without 
fall freight being paid. In this case the suit was by salvors ; the shipowners 
put in no appearance, and would seem to have abandoned all intention of carrying 
on, in which case they would have no right to any freight. 

(d) Hopper v. Bumess (1876), L. R. 1 C. P. D. 137. 

(e) (1785), Park on Insurance, p. 90. 

(/) Hunter Y. Prinsep (1808), 10 East, 378. 
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receipt of the produce of the sale of goods at an intermediate 
port by their owner cannot be treated as the receipt of the 
goods themselves, so as to give rise to a claim to freight pro 
rata. Brett, J., puts the cargo owner's position thus : — 

(1.) If the goods are sold for a higher price at the interme- 
diate port, than they would fetch at the port of destination, he 
can treat the prooeeos as a forced loan, and claim them at once 
without paying pro rata freight. 

(2.) If they are sold for a smaller price, he can similarly treat 
the actual proceeds as a forced loan (^), but he can also claim 
an indemnity for the difference of the price, if, but not unless, 
the ship arrives at the port of destination (A), and he must then 
deduct the freight that would have been due on the deliveiy of 
the goods there if carried. 



Article 144. — AvfiowrU of Freight. 

Freight is payable according to the express stipulations of 
the charter or bill of lading (i), or^ failing them, according to 
the custom (»f the trade or port (j). 

Thus, if the goods shipped belong to the shipowner, and 
therefore no freight is due from him for their carriage, but a 
freight whether substantial (i), or nomiual (Z), is inserted in 
the bill of lading as payable, that freight will be payable by 
assignees of the bill of lading or persons taking delivery 
under it, other than the owner or his agents. 

Cckse 1. — ^E., master of a ship owned by A., carried a cargo of wheat ^ on 
owner's account," purchased on the credit of B. to whom E. gave bills of 
lading for '* wheat shipped on owner's account, deliverable to P.'s order at 
freight of Is. per ton," and bills of exchange for the price, which A. accepted. 
A. bad mortgaged his ship to M. A. sold the cargo in transitu to E., the 
sale note running " as cargo is coming on ship's account, freight to be com- 
puted at £2 158. per ton." A. indorsed the bill of lading, which he had 
received from P. on his acceptance of the bills of exchange, to K, with a note : 



(g) This had been doubted by Pollock, C.B., in Atkinson y. Stephens (1852), 

7 Ex. 567. 

(A) Atkinson y. Stephens, vide supra, 

(t) There may be an express agreement for the payment of freight outside 
that in the bill of lading: Eedley y. Lapage (1816), Holt, 392. 
(j) See Article 8, pp. 17, 18. 
(k) Wegwlin y. Cellier (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 286. 
(0 JBTeiih y. Burrows (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 636 ; Brown y. North (1852), 

8 Ex. 1 ; Turner y. Trustees of Liverpool Docks (1851), 6 Ex. 543. The ship- 
owner may, hpweyer, haye a lien as unpaid yendor for the balance of the price 
representing what would be freight, if the shipowner and original goods owner 
were different: Swan y. Barber (1879), L. R. 5 Ex. D. 130. 
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" The freight assigned is at the rate of £2 158. per ton, and not the nominal 
amount of Is. per ton." On ship's arrival, M., as mortgagee, took posses- 
sion, and claimed freight at £2 158. from K., who refused to pay more than 
l8. Hdd^ that M. was only entitled to the freight named in the bill 
of lading, the larger sum being in reality part of the purchase-money, 
and no claim of quantum meruit being possible in face of the express 
contract (m). 

Case 2. — D., as agent for C, purchased and paid for rice to be carried to 
Z. in C.'s ship. The rice was then shipped imder bills of lading, /' to be 
delivered to D. or assigns, f relight for the said goods at £A 58. per ton.'* 
G. assigned the freight to M. daring the voyage. Held^ that on arrival 
D. was bound to pay to M. the freight in the bill of lading, and was not 
entitled to set ofif the price of the rice due from C. to himself (n). 

Where freight is payable on goods according to their 
weight or measurement, and owing to swelling (o), expansion 
after hydraulic prensare (p), or shrinkage, the Fame goods are 
larger or smaller at the port of destination than when loaded, 
freight will be payable in the absence of express stipulation 
or usage on the amount shipped, and not on the amount 
delivered (j). 

Case 1. — ^A ship was chartered to load a full and complete cargo and 
deliver on being paid freight at £2 Is, 6(2. per ton. The bill of lading 
showed 2664 quarters shipped ; owing to heat the corn swelled, and 2785 
quarters were delivered. Heldj that freight was payable on the quantity 
shipped, and not on its measurement at the port of discharge (r). 

Case 2. — Charter to load and deliver a full cargo of cotton on being paid 
freight at the rate of " £3 158. per ton of 50 cubic feet delivered " ou right 
delivery of cargo. The cotton was hydraulically pressed before shipment, 
and consequently expanded on delivery. EM, apart from a custom to pay 
by the measurement of the port of loading, that freicjht was payable on 
the quantity delivered as loaded, and not on the measurement after dis- 
charge (p). 

So where freight is payable according to quantity or 

(m) Keith v. burrows (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 636. 

(n) Weguelin v. Collier (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 286. 

(o) Gibson V. Sturge (1855), 10 Ex. 622 ; Spaight v, Famtoorth (1880), L. R. 
5 Q. B. D. 115, per Bo wen, L.J., at p. 118. 

(p) Buckle V. Knoop (1867), L. R. 2 Ex. 333. 

(q) Dakin v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B., N. S. 646, per Willes. J., pp. 665, 666. 

(r) CHbsony. Sturge^ vide supra. To meet this, the clause '* freight payable accord- 
ing to net weight delivered," was sometimes introduced into shipping documents ; 
and in Covlthurst v. Sweet (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 649, under a bill of lading with 
that clause, the shipowner was heid not entitled to demand freight on the weight 
named in the bill of lading, or to require the consignee to pay the expense of 
weighing. Willes, J., said, "hi the absence of any custom to govprn the matter, 
the person who wants to ascertain the quantity must incur the trouble and expeftse 
of weighing." In Spaight v. Famworth, vide supra, the words were ** freight pay- 
able on timber on intake measure of quantity delivered." This was held to mean 
on the quantity delivered taken at the actual mertsures of the port of shipment. 
A more complicated clause is found in Tally v. Terry (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 679. 
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measurement, the method of weighing or measuring, in the 
absence of express indication or custom to the contrary (t\ 
must be determined by the custom of the port of loading (u). 

Case 1. — ^A tthip was chartered to carry a cargo of not lesa than 1000 
tons weight and measurement. Heldj that the proportions of weight and 
measurement goods were to be determined by the custom of the port of 
loading, and not of the port of discharge (x). 

Case 2. — A nhip was chartered, *' freight at the rate of 35«. per 180 
English cubic feet taken on board, as per Gothenburg custom." The 
cargo was not measured at the Baltic port of shipment ; but, on arrival at 
Hull, was there measiired for the payment of freight. Hdd, that it should 
be measured according to the G. custom, and not the custom of the port of 
discharge (y). 

Note, — ^For special clauses as to freight, where the cargo is to 
consist of several articles at various rates, see : 

Capper v. Forster (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 938. 

Cockbum V. Alexander (1848), 6 C. B. 791. 

Warren v. Peahody (1849), 8 0. B. 800. 

Southampton Co. v. Clarke (1870), L. E. 6 Ex. 63. 

For special phrases, e.g. : — 

Freight in full for the voyage, see Sweeting v. Darthez (1854), 
14 C. B. 638. 

Highest freight paid on same voyage : Oether v. Capper (1 866), 
18 C. B. 866. 

Alternative freights : Otbbens v. Buisson (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 
283. Fenwick v. Boyd (1846), 16 M. <fc W. 632. 



(0 Nielsen y. ^ea^n^ (1884), 1 C. & E. 288, where freight was to be paid'* 455. 
per St. Petersburg standard hundred,*' and the method of calculating St. P. standard 
hundreds used at the port of discharge was taken, on evidence of a custom to that 
effect. See also Bottomley v. Forbes (1838), 5 Bing. N. C. 121. 

(tt) Fust V. Vowie (1865), 34 L. J. Q. B. 127 ; The Shandinav (C.A.) (1881) 
61 L.J. Ad. 93. 

(a;) Pt^ y. Dowie^ vide supra, and see Article 46, note, ante. 

(y) The Skandinav, vide supra. The two cases oiMoller y. Living (181 1), 4 Taunt. 
lOi, and Geraldes y. Donison (1816), Holt. 346, are not inconsistent with this. In 
Moller y. Living there was a contract to pay freight at £14 per last on a quantity 
stated in the bill of lading as ** 100 lasts in 2092 bags." The yoyage was from D. 
to L. There were 2092 bags on board, and they contained 100 lasts by L. measure 
but not by D. measure : held, that the specific description in the bill of lading nega- 
tiyed any question of different measures, and freight was payable on 100 lasts. If 
the description had been simply " 100 lasts," the question would arise, and it did 
in Geraldes y. Donison, vide supra, where, following an usage of merchants, it was 
held that the bill of lading weight was subject to check by weighing at the port of 
deliyery ; the Court there suggesting that the clause " weights unknown " in the 
bill of lading introduced the custom. But in Tully y. Tferry (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 
679, that clause was held not to interfere with the captain's right under the 
<!harter to be paid freight on the invoice quantity in the bill of lading ; the object 
of the clause being explained to be ** to protect the captain against any mistake 
that might occur in the inyoice quantity in the bill of lading, in case of alleged 
short delivery, or deterioration, not caused by his default." Vide supra, 
Article 52. 
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Article 145. — Freight ; when payMe. 

When freight is payable on delivery of the cargo, payment 
and delivery are concurrent acts. The merchant is not en- 
titled to have the goods unless he is ready to pay the freight. 
The shipowner is not entitled to the freight, unless he is 
ready to deliver the cargo (z). The master is entitled to 
refuse to discharge the cargo, unless freight is paid for each 
portion as delivered (a) ; senible, also that the merchant need 
only pay freight pari passu with delivery. 

Note. — Freight is usually payable at the financial centre; 
the stipulations as to the time of its payment vary consider- 
ably in practice, but in very many cases freight is payable at 
the port of loading, sometimes on delivery of bills of lading, 
sometimes with fourteen days' credit. In the former case, where 
the bill of lading contains a clause '* freight paid in London," 
the delivery of the bill of lading acts as a receipt for the freight. 



Article 146. — Time Freights in Charters. 

Where freight is payable by time it is earned at the end 
of each period specified, unless a contrary intention ap- 
pears (6), although it may only be payable under the charter 
at longer intervals, and the ship is lost before the longer 
interval expires (c). 

In the absence of express agreement it is payable during 
the ship's detention by blockade (d), embargo (d), bad 
weather (d), or repairs (c). 

Note. — Time charters now usually contain clauses as fol- 
lows : — " In the event of loss of time from deficiency of men or 



{z) Faynter v. James (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 349 ; Yates v. Hailton ; Tate v. 
Meek; Tates v. Mennell (1818), 2 Moore, 278-297; Duthie v. Hilton (1868), 
L. R. 4 C. P. 138. 

(a) Black V. Rose (1864), 2 Moore, P. C, N. S. 277. Brown v. Tanner (1868), 
L. R. 3 Ch. 597, which decides that the freight under a charter is not due under 
the contract till all the cargo is delivered, and which turns partly on the special 
words •* freight to be collected by the charterers," would not prevent the master 
from claiming his lien on each part of the cargo. 

(6) As it did in Gibbon v. Mendez (1818), 2 B. & A. 17. 

(c) Havelock v. Geddes (1809), 10 East, 555. 

((f) Moorsom v. Oreaves (1811), 2 Camp. 626. 



FREIGHT. 237 

stores, break down of macliinery, or damage preventing the 
working of the vessel for more than twenty-four working hours, 
the payment of hire shall cease till she be again in an efficient 
state to resume her service." . . . "Should the vessel be lost 
without being heard of hire shall cease to be due fifteen days 
after she left her last port." Some few charters contain a 
guarantee by the shipowner that the passage shall not exceed a 
certain time. Whether a "month" in charters is lunar or 
calendar must depend upon the usage of the trade or port, in the 
absence of express stipulation, which is usually that the month 
shall mean thirty days, and is generally inserted. Thus, in 
1863, in Turner v. Barlow («), Erie, CJ., held that " month " = 
lunar month, except in mercantile transactions in the City of 
London, when it meant calendar month ; and in Jolly v. Young (/), 
it was held that month = calendar month. Under a clause to 
pay freight per month, and at the same rate for any part of a 
month, Denman, J., following Oommerddl S, S. Co. v. Boulton (g)^ 
held that part of a day must be reckoned as a whole day (A). 



Artide 147. — Freight; to whom payahle. 

To whom freight is payable depends on the terms of the 
contract of affreightment, or, if no person is named therein, 
on the person with whom the contract was made, to whom 
or to his agent, freight is payable, subject to any subsequent 
dealings, as assignment of the freight or mortgage of 
the ship. 

It may be payable to : — 

1. The shipowner (see p. 238). 

2. The master (see p. 238). 

3. The broker (see p. 239). 

4. A third party (see p. 239). 

5. The charterer (see p. 239). 

6. An assignee of the freight (see p. 242). 

7. A mortgagee of the ship (see p. 242). 

Note. — ^Freight payable in London is usually payable to the 
loading broker of the ship or line ; abroad, where the vessel is 
one of a line, to its branch house or its agents ; in other case^, 
if no instructions are contained in the charter or bills of lading, 



(e) 3 F. & F. 949. (q) (1876), L. R. 10 Q. B. 346. 

(/) (1794), 1 Esp. 187. (A) Angter v. Steioart (1884), 1 C. & E. 357. 
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to the oaptain or the agent he appoints. In France all freight 
is frequently payable to the general consignee of a ship, who 
is quite distinct from the broker. 

L The Shipowner. 

I. Where freight is due from the charterer under a 
charter, or from the shipper, under a bill of lading where 
there is no charter, the shipowner, in the absence of express 
stipulation, ia prima facie entitled to receive the freight (a). 
He may give authority to collect such freight to any person 
he pleases (/). 

The loading broker (where freight is payable at the port 
of loading), and the master, when freight is payable on 
delivery, have ordinarily authority from the shipowner to 
collect freight (/), and payment to either of them will be 
good payment, discharging the shipper or consignee, unless 
the owner has given the shipper or consignee notice not to 
pay either of them (g\ or unless there is any custom of the 
trade or port to the contrary. Payment to the master before 
freight is due will be treated rather as an advance to the 
master than as a prepayment of freight (A). 

II. The Master. 

n. The master may be entitled to sue in person for 

freight : 

(1.) Where the express contract was made with him (t). 

(2.) Where a contract to pay freight to him is found as 

a fact from the consignee's, or some other person's 

taking delivery of the goods (k). 

But the master who receives freight from consignees has 

usually no right to retain it against his owner, for in the 

(e) Smith y. Plumer (1818), 1 B. & A. 575, at p. 581 ; Atkins(m v. Cotesworth 
(1825), 3 B. & C. at p. 649. 
(/) The Edmond (1860), Luah. 57. 
(g) Atkifi8(m y. Cotestoorth, vide supra, 
(h) Smith y. Plwner, vide supra, 
({) As in Seeger v. Duthie (I860), 8 C. B., N. S. at p. 56 ; Shiekb t. Da9ia (1815), 

6 Taunt. 65. 

Ch) Brouncker y. Soott (1811), 4 Taunt. 1. The master cannot in such a case 
sue for demurrage, 8. C. As to the effect of taking delivtry, vttfe pos*, 
Article 149. 



n 
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absence of express agreement or statutory procedure (Z), the 
master has no lien for wages, or advances made abroad on 
ship's account, on either ship or freight (m). 

III. The Broker. 

III. The broker, who has acted as loading broker to the 
ship (o), usually collects the freight he has engaged. Pay- 
ment to him in the absence of any express notice not to do 
so will usually discharge the person paying. 

IV. A third Person. 

1. Where freight is made payable by the charter or bill of 
lading to a third person he can only sue in the name of the 
shipowner, but payment to the shipowner, apart from such 
& suit, will not discharge the person paying, unless the third 
person was only to receive payment as agent for the ship- 
owner Q>). 

2. Payment to a person entitled to receive the beneficial 
produce of a contract to pay freight will absolve the 
payer (;) ; thus payment of freight to the obligee under a 
bottomry bond binding ship and freight (r), or payment 
into the Court of Admiralty, by the monition of the Court 
in a suit in rem against ship and freight by an obligee of a 
bottomry bond (a), are bars to an action for freight by the 
shipowner. 

V. Charterer. 

Where a ship is under charter and goods are shipped by 
third persons under bills of lading signed by the master, the 



(0 Under 24 Vict, c, 10. 8. 10. Admiralty Court Act, 1861. 

(m) Smith V. Plvmer (1818), 1 B. & A. 575. So also if freight is made payable 
to agent of ship's husband, he cannot retain it as against owners in satisfaction of 
a debt due to him by ship's husband : Waishe ▼. Provan (1853), 8 Ex. 843. Where 
B master sues for a freight on a charter a debt due to the charterer from the 
shipowner cannot be set off against ^the master's claim ; sed quaere now ; 
Isberg v. Bowden (1853), 8 Ex. 852. 

(o) See Article 16 b., note at p. 30. 

(p) Kirchner y. Venus (1859), 12 Moore, P. C. 361, at p. 398. 

(g) Morrison v. Parsons (1810), 2 Taunt. 407, at p. 415. 

(r) Benson y. Chapman (1849), 2 H. L. C. 696. 

(s) Place y. Potts (1855), 5 H. L. C. 383. 



I 
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express contract in such bills of lading will be made with 
the person for whom the master is understood by the shipper 
to sign as agent ; e.g., with the shipowner, if the shipper is 
ignorant of the charter ; with the charterer, if the shipper 
knows of the charter, unless the charter itself negatives the 
latter presumption {t). 

The fact that the master has power to sign bills of lading 
*' without prejudice to the charter," will not render the 
shipper liable under the charter, but will only protect the 
shipowner from any alteration of his contract with and 
remedies against the charterer {u\ and vice versa {y). 

Where the shipowner has under the charter a lien for 
freight, and his master waives this lien on demand by the 
shipper or consignee for the goods, a contract by the shipper 
or consignee with the shipowner to pay him the freight for 
which the lien is claimed may be found as a fact {x) from 
such demand and delivery, although the shipper or consignee 
is aware of the charter (y). 

Note. — ^Lush, J., in Smidt v. Tiden (z) suggests that the master 
signs bills of lading under a charter, not as charterer's agent, 
but because he is bound by the charter to sign. Quasre, if the 
master intends to si^ as a^ent for the charterer, having power 
to sign bills of ladmg " without prejudice to the charter," but 
the shipper, being ignorant of the charter, thinks he is signing 
as agent of the shipowner, whether there is any contract at all, 
excepting such as may be found as a fact frem subsequent 
demand of the goods under the bill of lading and delivery? 

Case 1. — ^A. chartered a ship to C. to carry com at 4«. 6d, per quarter. 
C. could not provide a cargo, and the master, (whether as agent of A. or 

(0 Vide Article 18, Marquand v. Banner (1856), 6 E. & B. 232 ; ZwUchenbari' 
y. Henderson (1854), 9 Ex. 722, 23 L. J. Ex. 234 ; Michenson v. Begbie (1829), 6 Bing. 
190. Where the intention is that the charterer shall employ the ship as a general 
ship for his own profit, when the master signs bills of lading, he does so as the 
agent of the charterer, not of the owner. But still, the owner, being in possession 
of the ship by his master and crew, has rights in respect of this possession, as to 
claim a lien on goods on board for freight due to him nnder the charter. 
Schuster v. McKellar (1857), 7 E. & B. 704, 724, see also Wagstaff v. Anderson 
(1880X L. R. 5 C. P. D. 171, per Bramwell, L.J. 

(tf) Shand v. Sanderson (1859), 4 H. & N. 381. 

(tj) Bodoconachi v. Milbum (1886), L. R. 17 Q. B. D. 316. 

{x) It will not be implied as a matter of law : see Sanders v. Vanzeller (1843), 
4 Q. B. 260. 

(y) Swan v. Barber (1879), L. R. 5 Ex. D. 130. 

(^) (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 447. 
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C. was not clear), agreed with F. to carry com for him at 6s. per quarter : 
G. entered into a sab-charter with F. at that rate. On arrival, A. delivered 
com to F., but F. refused to pay A. more than 4». 6t?., C. having given 
him notice to pay the remaining Is, 6d, to him. Edd, that G. was entitled 
to the Is. 6<2„ and that no contract bv F. to pay more than 4:8, 6d, could 
be implied from his taking delivery (a), 

Cctse 2. — ^E. master of a ship chartered her to G., '' captain to sign bills of 
lading at more or less freight without prejudice to this agreement, proceed 
to Z.y and there deliver on being paid freight a lump sum of £100." 0. 
put on board 1350 bags of flour ; and F. loaded 500 bags of flour, for 
which E. signed a bill of lading, " which goods I shall deliver to G. for you, 
paying me freight according to contract with G." F. wrote to Q. and to 
G., stating that G. would pay a certain freight to G. On arrival at Z., G. 
paid £100 to E. G. received the cargo from E. under the bill of lading, 
but refused to pay frei^t to G. EM, that E. could not sue G. on any 
contract to pay freight either express or implied (6). 

Case 3. — ^A. chartered a ship to G. to carry cargo on being paid freight at 
75s. per ton, captain to sign bills of lading, wi&out prejudice to charter, 
at any rate of freight required. D., G.'s agent, purchased goods for G., 
taking the bills of lading, which provided for freight at 208. per ton, in his 
own name. In transit, G. failed. On arrival, A. claimed against D. 
chartered freight. Heldy he was only entitled to bill of lading freight (c). 

Case 4. — ^E. A., master and part owner of a ship, chartered it to G. for a 
certain voyage for a lump sum of £850, " payment to be by E. A.'s receiving 
such freight as G. may have payable abroad as per bills of lading, not ex- 
ceeding half, balance by bills from G. Master, at G.'s request, to sign bills 
of lading in the usual and customary manner, and at any rate of freight 
that may be filled up, and made payable in any manner the charterers 
may choose without prejudice to this charter." 0. put the ship up as a 
general ship, and E. A. signed bills of lading, *' freight paid here as per 
margin ; " £250 was payable abroad, which E. A. received, and took G.*s 
acceptance for £600, making up £850. G. failed before the bills became 
due, and E. A. and G.'s representative each claimed the balance of the 
freight against the shippers. Heldy that E. A. was acting as G.'s agent in 
signing bills of lading, and that G. and not E. A. was therefore entitled to 
the balance of the freight {d). 



(a) Michenson v. Begbie (1829), 6 Bing. 190. 

(6) Zmlchenhart v. Henderson (1854), 23 L. J. Ex. 234. 

(c) Shand v. Sanderson (1859), 4 H. & N. 381. 

(d) Marquand v. Banner (1856), 6 E. & B. 232 ; see also Smidt v. Tiden, L. R. 
9 Q. B. 446 (1874). Marqwtnd v. Banner has been criticised by Cresswell and 
Willes, JJ., in GUMson v. Middleton (1857), 2 C. B., N. S. 134. There A. the 
shipowner claimed against holders of the bills of lading a lien for freight due 
under the charter, though the master had signed bills of lading at a lower rate 
under a clause in the charter, requiring him to sign bills of lading as freights re- 
quired by C. the charterer, without prejudice to the charter. It was held that A. 
had only a lien for the lower freight, on the ground that the master was his 
agent to sign bills of lading at a lower freight. This does not shew that A. 
could have sued the shippers for freight, bat only that against third parties 
ignorant of the charter, the master by signing bills of lading with the authority 
of the owner waived his lien against persons holding such bills, for sums of which 
there was no notice in the bills. Mar^^nd v. Banner seems therefore good law. 
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VL Assignee of Ship or Freight. 

The assignee of a ship or of its &eight {e) is entitled to all 
freight due after the assignment, which the assignor had at 
the time of assignment the right to transfer from the 
moment at which he has gone through the forms necessary 
to complete his title (/). 

The assignee of a share in the ship is entitled to his share 
in the freight mider similar circumstances {g). 

Case. — ^A., in June 1884, sold by bills of sale, }^of his ship to B., ^ 
to Q. B. registered his bill of sale in November. In l>ecember, A. assigned 
the freight to be earned on a voyage then in prc^ess to E., and E. gave 
notice thereof to C, the charterer. In January, 1885, Q. registered his 
bill of sale, ffdd, B. was entitled to |i ; E. to J J of the frei^t (jg). 

Note. — ^If the assignment is in writing and absolute, and not 
by way of charge (h\ the assignee, after giving notice to the 
persons liable to pay freight, can sue in his own name («). 
Where these conditions are not complied vdth, he can still only 
sue in the name of the assignor, as before the Judicature Acts (k). 
An assignment, absolute in form, may be looked into to see 
whether it is in substance by way of charge (l). Notice of 
the assignment of freight to the person liable to pay it takes it 
out of the order and disposition of the assignor (m). 



VII. Mortgagee of Ship and Freight. 

A mortgagee who has not entered into possession of the 
mortgaged ship, has no absolute right to the freight the 
ship may be earning, and cannot compel its payment to 



(e) An assignment of freight to be earned is good, Leslie v. Chuthrie (1835), 
1 Bing. N. G. 697 ; Lindsay ▼. fl^*66s (1856), 22 Beav. 522, overruling Eobinson y. 
Maodormell (1816), 5 M. & S. 228. 

(f) See Lindsay v. OibbSy vide supra ; Morrison y. Parsons (1810), 2 Taunt. 407 ; 
Gardner y. Cazenooe (1856), 1 H. & N. 423 ; Boydy. Mangles (1849), 3 Ex. 387. 

(^) Lindsay y. GObSf vide supra. 

(h) See National Provincial Bank v. Hdrle(lSSl), L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 626 ; Purlin- 
son y. ffall (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 347. 

(i) Jud. Act, 1873, s. 25, sub-s. 6. 

(k) See Be Pothonier y. De Mattos (1858), E. B. & £. 461 ; WHson y. Gabriel 
(186£0, 4 B. & S. 243 ; and Weguelin v. Cellier (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 286, as to 
set off. 

(0 Gardner y. Cazenove (1856), 1 H. & N. 423. 

(m) Pouglas y. Pussell (1831), 4 Sim. 524. 
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himself by simply giving notice to the person liable to 
pay it (jp). 

On taking actual or constnictive possession {q) he then 
becomes entitled to all the freight that the ship is in course 
of earning, whether under an express contract (r), or, if none 
exists, under a qua/n^^wm, merv/it {$), or to the freight already 
earned if it has not yet been paid (t). 

Case 1. — E., master of A.'s ship, carried a cargo of wheat " on owner's 
account," purchased on the credit of P., to whom E. gave bills of lading, 
for '' wheat shipped on owner's account, deliverable to P.'s order at freight 
of Is. per ton," and bills of exchange for the price, which A. accepted. 
A. had mortgaged his ship to M. A. sold the cargo in transitu to E., the 
sale note running, *' As cargo is coming on ship's account, freight is to be 
computed at 55s. per ton." A. indorsed the bills of lading, which he had 
received from P. on the acceptance of the bills of exchange, to E. with a 
memo. : *' The freight assigned is at the rate of 55s. per ton, and not the 
nominal amount of Is. per ton." On the ship's arrival, M., as mortgagee, 
took possession, and claimed freight at 55s. irom E., who refused to pay 
more than Is. Edd, that M. was only entitled to the freight named in 
the bill of lading, the larger sum being in reality part of the purchase 
money, and no claim of qtuintum meruit being possible in face of the 
express contract (t). 

Case 2. — A. mortgaged his ship charters and freight to M., and sub- 
sequently chartered her, and mortgaged the freight to N., " the freight to 
be paid on unloading and right delivery of the cargo." The ship arrived 
in port, and most of the cargo had been delivered to the consignees, when 
M. took possession. Held, tl^t as no freight was payable \mder the charter, 
till the whole cargo was delivered, M. was entitled by taking possession 
to the whole freight under the charter (a;). 

Case 3. — ^A. mortgaged his ship to M., and afterwards chartered her to C, 
the charter providing Siat C. should make advances not exceeding £150 on 
account of freight, the balance £450 to be paid on delivery of the cargo. 
0. advanced abroad £300. On the ship's arrival, M. took possession, and 



(p) Keith V. Burrows (1877), L. R. 2 App. C. 636 ; Liverpool Marine Co. v. 
Wilson (1872), L. R. 7 Ch,, at p. 511 ; Gardner v. Cazenove (1856), 1 H. & N. 
423 ; Dean v. M*Ghie (1826), 4 Bing. 45; Kerswill v. Bishop (1832), 2 C. & J. 
529; W»/w V. Pa/mer (1859), 7 C. B., N. S. 340. 

(q) As by giving notice to the mortgagor and charterer, the ship being at sea, 
and actual possession impossible ; Busden v. Pope (1868), L. R. 3 Ex. 269 : or, 
where the mortgagor is ship's husband, by his removal by the other part owners 
and the mortgagee ; Beynon v. Oodden (1878), L. R. 3 Ex. D. 263. 

(r) But no more, even though the freight in the contract is nominal : Keith r. 
Burrows, vide supra. 

(s) 6umm v. Tyrie (1865), 4 B. & S. 680 ; 6 B. & S. 299. 

(0 Keith V. Burrows i Liverpool Co. r. Wilson; Busden y. Pope, vide supra; 
Brown v. Tanner (1868^ L. R. 3 Ch. 597 ; Wilson v. Wilson (1872), L. R. 14 
Eq. 32. As to priority of mortgagees : see Liverpool Co. v. Wilson ; Brown v. 
Tanner, vide supra. 

(x) Brown v. Tanner (1868), L. R. 3 Ch. 597. 

B 2 
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claimed £460 balance of freight from C. C. claimed to deduct £150 for 
advances. Edd, that the advance of £150 beyond the £150 warranted by 
the chuier was simply a loan, and not a prepayment of freight, and that 
thenfore 0. was not entitled to deduct it from the freight due (y). 



Article 148. — Freight, by whom payable. 

Freight is frima fade payable according to the terms of 
the contract of affreightment, and by the person with whom 
such contract is made. Bat a new contract may be presomed 
as a £BM^t from demand of the goods, and their delivery by 
ihe master without insisting on his lien (2;). 
Freight may be payable by — 
I. The shipper. 
II. The consignee. 
m. The holder of the bill of lading. 

I. The Shipper. 

From shipment of goods upon a vessel for a certain voyage, 
a contract by the shipper to pay freight for such goods is 
implied (a). 

From this implied contract the shipper may be freed, 
either by express contract in the bill of lading, or by delivery 
by the master on a bill of lading with an indorsement freeing 
the shipper, whose terms are known to the master when he 
delivers the goods ((). The shipper does not free himself 
from such liabiKty by indorsing the bill of lading so as to 
pass the property, even to the shipowner (0). Nor will the 



(y) Tanner v. Phillips (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 125. In The Salacia (1863), 32 
L. J. Adm. 43, the charter authorised ** necessary ordinary expenses": see 
Article 137. 

(«) Cock V. Taylor (1811), 13 East, 399 ; Sanders v. Vanzeller (1843), 4 Q. B. 
260, in which the earlier authorities are discussed. Many of these, e,g,, Drew t. 
Bird (1828), M. & M. 156 ; Artaza y. Smallpiece (1793), 1 Esp. 23 (on which 
see Cock v. TayloTf vide supra% and Mooreom v. Kymer (1814), 2 M. & S. 303, must 
be taken as overruled. 

(a) DcmieH y. Beckford (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 521 ; G. W, B, v. Bagge (1885), 
15 Q. B. D. 626 ; Sh^ard y. De Bemaks (1811), 13 East, 565 ; Christy y. Bow 
(1808), 1 Taunt. 300. 

(6) Lewis y. McKee (1868), L. R. 4 Ex. 58, a case of consignee : see for the 
general principles, WatHns v. Bymill (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 178. 

(c) Fox V. Nott (1861), 6 H. & N. 630. 
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presence of the clause in the bill of lading, ^' to be delivered 
to consignee or assigns, he or thev paying freight for the 
same/' free the shipper, if the master deliver under snch 
a bill to the consignee without insisting on his Uen for 
freight ((2), unless the master was offered cash by the con- 
signees, and for his own convenience took a bill of exchange, 
which was afterwards dishonoured, in which case the shipper 
will be freed (e). 

Ccise. — A. chartered a ship to D. to carry iron at 1b, M, per ton : the 
next day, D., professing to act as A.'s broker, chartered it to C, to carry 
iron at 8«. per ton ; each charter contained clauses making freight payable 
on signing bills of lading, and giving the owner an absolute lien for freight. 
Neither A. nor 0. knew of the other charter, and D. had no authority to 
make it as broker for A. C. shipped liis iron under bills of lading signed 
by the master making the goods deliverable to '' consignees he or they pay- 
ing freight as per charter." The master did not demand freight on signing 
bills of lading, and he delivered to the consignees without insisting on his 
lien. 0. paid 8». per ton to D. who became bankrupt. A. sued C. for 
freight at Is, Zd, Hdd^ tiiere was neither an express, nor an implied con- 
tract on which A could sue C, the parties never having been ad 
idem (/). 

II. The Consignee. 

The consignee named in the bill of lading to whom by 
the consignment the property in the goods shall pass, is by 
statute liable to pay freight, on the terms of, and as if, the 
contract contained in the bill of lading had been made 
with himself {g\ If he is the owner of the goods, he is 
also frima facie liable to pay freight for them, as being the 
person with whom the contract of carriage is presumed to be 
made (A). 

If the consignee demands goods under a bill of lading, 
making them deliverable on payment of freight, though no 
contract is implied in law from such delivery, it will be 



(d) Shepard v. Benales, vide supra. Such clauses are inserted for the benefit 
of the master, confirming his lien, and not of the shipper. 

(e) Marsh v. Pedder (1815), 4 Camp, 257 ; Tapley v. Martens (1800), 8 T. R. 
451 ; Strong v. Hart (1827), 6 R & C. 160. 

(/) Smidt V. Tiden (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 446. 

(g) Bills of Lading Act (1855), 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill, s. 1. Appendix m. 

(A) Coleman v. Lambert (1839), 5 M. & W. 502 ; Dickenson v. Lano (1860), 
2 F. & F. 188. All cases before 1855 freeing the consignee from liability to pay 
freight must be read in the light of the Bills of Lading Act. 
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evidence from which a jury may find a new contract to pay 
freight (»), unless the bill of lading clearly negatives such a 
contract (k). A new contract may also be proved by evidence 
of previous dealings between the parties (2), or of an usage 
of trade (m). 

Entry of the goods at the custom house is prima fade 
evidence that the person in whose name they are entered is 
their owner and liable to pay freight for them, but he can 
rebut this presumption by showing that his entry was merely 
as agent (n). 

UI. An Indorsee of the Bill of Lading, or Person taking 

delivery under it 

Indorsees of the bill to whom by the indorsement the pro- 
perty in the goods has passed (p), and who have not freed 
themselves from liability by such an indorsement as passes 
the property (p) ; and indorsees to whom the property in the 
goods has not passed by the indorsement, but who complete 
their proprietary rights by taking delivery of the goods 
under their indorsed bill of lading (o), are by statute liable 
to pay freight for the goods according to the bill of 
lading (j). 

(0 Cock V. Taylor (1811), 13 East, 399; Dougal v. Kemble (1826), 3 Bing. 
at p. 389 ; Amos v. Temperley (1841), 8 M. & W. 798, at p. 805 ; Senders v. Van- 
zeller (1843), 4 Q. B. 260 ; Kemp v. Clark (1848), 12 Q. B. 647. 

(A) Amos V. Temperley, vide supra, in which the bill of lading expressly stated 
that the defendant was consignee as agent for another: Howard v. Tucker (1831), 
1 B. & Ad. 712, where the bill of lading contained a statement that the freight 
had been paid in advance, which, though incorrect, was held inconsistent with a 
new contract to pay it. See also Ward v. Felton (1801), 1 East, 507 ; Kennedy 
V. Gonveia (1823), 3 D. & R. 503. 

(0 Wilson V. Kym^ (1813), 1 M. & S. 157 ; where it was proved that when 
similar goods had been previously delivered to defendant, he had always paid the 
freight. 

(m) As in Dickenson v. Zano, vide supra, where evidence of a custom of the 
stone trade that the consignee always, the quarry-owner never, paid the freight, 
was held admissible. 

(») Wardv. Felton (1801), 1 East, 507 ; WUson v. Kymer (1S13), 1 M. & S. 167 ; 
Artaza v. Smallpiece (1793), 1 Esp. 23. 

(o) Sewell V. Burdick (1884), L. R. 10 App. C. 74, et Article 75. 

(p) Bnurthtvaite v. Wilkins (1862), 11 C. B., N. S. 842. 

(q) 18 & 19 Vict. c. Ill, Appendix III. For cases before this Act, see Crawford 
V. Tobin (1842), 9 M. & W. 716; Dougal v. Kemble (1826), 3 Bing. 383; Bell 
V. Kymer (1814), 1 Marsh. 146. 
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Other indorsees of the bill of lading who take delivery 
under it, but who do not acquire proprietary rights by so 
doing (r), are only liable if a new contract to pay freight 
can be found as a fact from the circumstances attending 
delivery {s\ and the terms of the bill of lading (t). 



(r) SevoeU v. Burdick, note (o), ante, p. 246. 

(s) Sanders y. Vanzetter (1843), 4 Q. B. 260; Toang t. MoelUr (1855), 
6 E. & B. 755 ; Kemp v. Clark (1848), 12 Q. B. 647. 

(0 See Howard y. Tucker (1831), 1 B. & Ad. 712 ; Zetois t. MoKee (1868), 
L. B. 4 Ex. 58 ; Amos t. Temperley (1841), 8 M. & W. 798. 
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SECTION XI. 
Lien. 

Article 149. — Kinds of lAen. 

A SHIPOWNEB may have a lien on goods carried for chiurges 
incurred in carrying them : — 

I. By Common Law. 
II. By express agreement. 

By Common Law he has a lien for, — 

1. Freight (a) ; 

2. General average contributions Q>) ; 

both of which are possessory liens depending on the posses- 
sion of the goods. 

8. Expenses incurred by the shipowner or master in pro- 
tecting and preserving the goods, which give rise to a 
maritime lien, independent of possession (c). 



Article 150. — Common Lorn lAenfor Freight. 

The Common Law lien for freight, which is a possessory 
lien, only exists where the agreed time for payment of 
freight is contemporaneous with the time of delivery of the 
goods {d). 

(a) See Articles 150-154. 
Qi) See Articles 117-120. 

(c) See Articles 101, 121, and Singstim y. Wendt (1876), L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 367, 
at p. 372. 

(d) See per Brett, J., in Allison v. Bristol Marine Insurance Co. (1876), L. R. 
1 App. C, at p. 225, explaining Eirchner y. Venus (1859), 12 Moore, P. 0. 361, 
at p. 390. 
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In the absence of express agreement there is, therefore, no 
lien for, — 

(1.) Advance freight, or freight payable before the de- 
livery of the goods (e). 

(2.) Freight agreed to be paid after the delivery of the 
goods, or not due when the goods are claimed (/). 

Case 1. — Goods were shipped to be carried to Z. under bills of lading, 
" frdght for the said goods to be paid at L., ship lost or not lost." The 
ship was lost, but the goods were saved. The shipowners claimed a lien. 
ndd, that there was no such lien without express agreement (jg), 

Ccue 2. — Goods shipped under a bill of lading, *' deliverable to order or 
assigns on payment of freight, as per charter .... the freight to be paid 
on unloading and right delivery of the cargo less advances in cash {h% at 
current rates of exchange .... half freight to be advanced by freighters' 
acceptance at three months on signing bills of lading, .... owner to 
insure the amo\mt and deposit with freighter the club policy." The 
freighter gave his bill at three months for half freight, and the master en- 
dorsed on the bill of lading, ** received on account of the within freight 
£300 as per charter." On arrival, before freighter's acceptance became 
due, the captain heard that the freighter was bankrupt, and refused to 
deliver the cargo, except the whole freight was paid. Eeldy that there was 
no lien on the cargo for the £300 advance freight (i). 

Cotse 3. — A charter provided for payment of freight at 33s. 3d, per ton, 
the shipowner to have an absolute lien on the cargo for freight ; the captain 
to sign bills of lading at any rate of freight, but should the total freight as 
per bills of lading be under the amount estimated to be earned by the 
charter, the captain to demand payment of the difference in advance. 
The captain signed bills of lading under the chartered rate, but did not 
demand payment of the difference, ffeldy there was no lien for such 
difference (A;). 

Cctse 4. — C, chartered a ship from A., to proceed to L. at 77«. 6<^. per 
ton freight and hire, £250 to be advanced in cash on signing bills of lading. 



(e) Row V. Ktrchner (1857), 11 Moore, P. C. 21 ; Etrchner v. Venus, c«fo supra. 
Ex parte Nyholm, In re Child (1873), 29 L. T. 634 ; Nelson v. Association for Pro- 
tection of Wrecked Property (1874), 43 L. J. C. P. 218 ; Tamvaco r, Simpson (1866); 
L. R. 1 C. P. 363 ; Gardner v. Trechmann (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 154. The case of 
GUkiaon v. Middleton (1857), 2 G. B., N. S. 134, adversely criticised in Kirchner v. 
Venus, is distinguishable on the ground that a lien for all freight due under the 
charter was expressly given by the charter ; though as this was not incorporated in 
the bill of lading, to make consignees for value liable for it seems contrary to such 
cases as Fry v. Mercantile Bank (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 689. In Neish v. Graham 
(1857), 8 £. & B. 505, there was no such express lien, and it must be taken as 
overruled. 

(/) Foster v. Colby (1858), 3 H. & N. 705 ; Thompson v. Small (1845), 1 C. B. 
328 ; Alsager v. St, Katharine's Docks (1845^ 14 M. & W. 794 ; Lucas v. Nockells 
(1828), 4 Bing. 729 ; the agreement to receive payment subsequently is treated 
as a waiver of the lien. 

(gr) Nelaon v. Association for Protection of Wrecked Property (1874), 43 L. J. 
C. P. 218. 

(A) Held = to be paid in cash, less advances. 

(0 Tamvaco v. Simpson (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 363. 

Ik) Gardner v. Trechmann (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 154, 
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and clearing at the custom house, and remainder on delivery at L. Ship 
to have an absolute lien for freight, dead freight, and demurrage. After 
the ship was loaded, and before she sailed, C. failed, and his trustee dis- 
claimed the charter. A. claimed a lien on the cargo for at least the £250. 
Hddf that being advance freight, there was no lien for it by common law 
or custom, and that the clause in the charter was not enough to give a lien 
for it, as it was not " freight " (Z). 

(Jcae 5. — 0. chartered a ship from A., freight to be paid £1250 at port 
of loading and £1000 on delivery, the remainder in cash two months from 
vessePs report inwards, and after right delivery of the cargo. A. to have 
an absolute lien on the cargo for all freight. EM, that A. had no lien 
under the charter for the freight payable " after delivery of goods." (my. 



Article 151. — On what Goods. 



The Common Law lien for freight applies to all goods 
coming to the same consignee on the same voyage, for the 
freight due on all or any part of them (n), but not to goods 
on different voyages under different contracts (o). 



Article 152, — For what Amount (p). 

When, the ship being chartered, the consignee is the 
charterer or his agent, he will be bound by the lien for 
freight due under the charter (j), unless a new contract 
exonerating him has been made in the bill of lading (r). 

Where the consignee is an indorsee for value of the bill of 
lading from the charterer, or represents a shipper, other than 
the charterer, whether aware of the charter or not, he will 
only be bound by the lien for freight contained in the 
charter, as distinguished from the freight specified in the 
bill of lading, if a clear intention to that effect is shown in 

(0 ExparU Nyholm, In re Child (1873), 29 L. T. 634. 

(m) Foster v. Colby (1858), 3 H. & N. 705. 

(n) Sodergren v. Flight (1796), cited, 6 East, 622 ; Perez v. Alscp (1862), 
3 F & F 188 

(o) BemoU V. Pirn (1835), 1 Gale, 17. 

(p) See Article 144. Amount of freight. 

Iq) McLean r. Fleming (1871), L. R. 2 H. L. (Sc.) at pp. 133, 134 ; Kern v. 
Deslandes (1861), 10 C. B., N. S. 205 ; Campion v.'Colvin (1836). 3 Bing. N. S. 17 ; 
Small V. Moates (1833\ 9 Bing. 574 ; Gledstanes v. Allen (1852), 12 C. B. 202.' 
These cases in view of later law, e.g. Fry v. Mercantile Bank (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 
689, must be limited strictly to the charterer and persons identical with him in 
interest, and manj dicta in them are now no longer law. 

(r) As in Gtdliachen v. Stewart (1884), 13 Q. B. D.i317 ; and as suggested by 
Willes, J., in Pearson v. Goschen (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. at p. 374. 
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the bill of lading (s). If a shipper ships goods in ignorance 
of the charter, he can decline to accept bills .of lading for 
them in accordance with the charter but in an unusual fornix 
and can demand his goods back free of expense, the liens in 
the charter or otherwise not attaching to them {t). 

Case 1. — C. chartered a ship from A. ** The ship to have a lien on cargo 
for freight, 70s. per ton .... to he paid on unloading of the cargo." 0. 
shipped goods under a hill of lading, '' Freight for the goods pavahle in L. 
as per charter," and indorsed the hill to F. for value. Hetdf that against 
F., the shipowners had a lien only for the freight due for the goods in- 
cluded in the hill of hiding, and not a lien for the whole chartered 
freight (u). 

Case 2. — C. chartered a ship from A., and put it up as a general ship : 
F. shipped goods in ignorance of the charter. The captain refused to sign 
bills of lading, except in terms of the charter, which gave liens for demur- 
rage, dead freight, &c., and refused to deliver up the goods. Edd, that A. 
was bound to redeliver the goods to F. free of any claim for lien or 
charges (v). 

Article 153. — Hen : how waived. 

The shipowner's lien for freight may be waived: as by 
acceptance of a bill for the freight (x) ; by making the 
freight payable after the delivery of the goods (y) ; or by 
delivery without requiring payment, unless such delivery 
was induced by fraud (z) 



Article 154. — Lien : how maintained. 

The shipowner may do what is reasonable to maintain his 
lien : e.g., he may bring the goods back from their destina- 
tioDy if the lien is not discharged there (a). He will not lose 

(«) Pearson v. Goschen (1864), 17 C. B., N. S. 352 ; Faster y. Colby (1858), 
3 H. & N. 705 ; Fry y. Mercantile Bank (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 689 ; Gardner v. 
Trechmann (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 154; The Norway (1864), B. & L. 226. See also 
ante, Articles 18, 19. So far as GilMson v. Midctteton (1857), 2 C. B., N. S. 134, 
is contrary to this, it mast be taken as oyerruled. See Article 150, note (e). 

(t) Peek V. Larsen (1871), L. B. 12 Eq. 378 ; The Stomoway (1882), 51 L. J. 
Ad. 27, et ante. Article 18. 

(tf) Fry V. Mercantile Batik, vide supra, 

(o) Peek V. Larsen (1871), L. R. 12 £q. 378, and see ante. Article 18. 

(a?) Tamvaco v. Simpson (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 363 ; ffomcastle v. Farran (1820), 
3 B. & A. 497. 

(j/) Foster t. Colby (1858), 3 H. & N. 705. 

{z^ Semble, that as such a delivery would not prevent stoppage tVi transitu, 
neither would it waive lien : vide Article 68, ante, 

(a) Edwards v. SouthgaU (1862), 10 W. R. 628; Cargo ex Argos (1873), L. R. 
5 P. C. 134. 
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his lien by consenting to hold as agent for the consignee (&), 
nor by warehousing the goods ashore, in his own, a statatory, 
or (semUe) a hired warehouse (o). 

Submitted. — ^In the absence of express agreement or statu- 
tory powers, the owner or captain has no power to sell goods 
on which he has a lien, to realise the freight due on them, 
unless the goods, having been abandoned by all persons 
entitled to them, have become his property. 

Note, — In England, the proceedings for maintaining and 
enforcing liens by means of warehousing with a stop for freight 
and sale are contained in 25 & 26 Vict. c. 63, §§ 6&-78. See 
Appendix III. 

Limfor General Average : see Article 117. 
lAenfor exjpendtture on cargo : see Article 101. 



Article 155. — Liens not supported hy Common Law. 

There is no lien by Common Law : — 

(1.) For dead freight (d). 

(2.) To the holders of a bill of exchange drawn against a 
particular cargo, on such cargo, in the absence of express 
intention to give such a lien (e). 

(3.) To the shipowner, for wharfage dues on overside 
goods (/). 

(4.) For port charges, though the charterer has agreed to 
pay them (g). 

(5.) For demurrage, or damages by detention (A). 

(6.) Nor on goods shipped on ship's account (i). 

(&) Allan T. Oripper (1832), 2 C. & J. 218; Kemp t. FcUk (1882), L. R. 
7 A pp. C. at p. 584. 

(c) The Energ%eXlS7b% L. R. 6 P. C. 306; Mors le Blanch v. Wilaon (1873), 
L. R. 8 C. P. 227. 

(d) See Article 161. 

(«) Bobey v. Oilier (1872), L. R. 7 Ch. 695 ; Phelpa t. Comber (1885), L. R. 
29 Ch. D. 813 ; Ex parte Dever, In re Suse (1884), L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 766 : Frith 
y. Forbes (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 409, the one case in which an express intention 
to give such a lien has been fonnd, has been so doubted, see especially Phelps v. 
Comber^ as to be a very unsafe authority to follow. 

(/) See Article 127 and notes ; Appendix II. ; Bishop v. Ware (1813), 3 Camp. 
360. If, however, the goods have been justifiably landed under Article 127, the 
wharfowner will have a lien for such wharfage dues. 

(jg) Faith v. Fast India Co. (1821), 4 B. & A. 630.. 

(A) Birley v. Gladstone (1814), 3 M. & S. 205, and soe Article 54. 

(«) Swan V. Barber (1879), L. R. 5 Ex. D. 130. 
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Article 156. — Lien of Broker. 

A shipping agent or broker has a lien on the bill of lading, 
and 80 indirectly on the goods, for his charges (£). 



Article 157. — lAen hy express Agreement. 

Where a lien for certain charges is expressly stipulated 
for, the fact that such a lien is inconvenient will be no 
answer to the express terms of the agreement (Z). 

Thus there may be liens by contract for, — 

(1.) Dead freight (w). 

(2.) Demurrage or damages for detention (n). 

(3.) Advance freight (o). 

(4.) Charterparty freight, as against the holder of the bill 
of lading (p). 

(5.) " All moneys becoming in any way due to the ship- 
owners under the provisions of the bill of lading." 

(6.) ** All fines, and expenses, or losses by detention of or 
damage to vessel or cargo, caused by incorrect description 
of goods, or shipment of dangerous goods without notice." 

(7.) ^'All previously unsatisfied freight and charges on 
other goods due in respect of any shipment by any steamer 
or steamers of this line from either shipper or consignee, such 
lien to be made available at shipowner's option by sale or 
otherwise" (y). 

(Q Edwards r. Southgate (1862), 10 W. B. 528. 

(0 McLecM T. Fleming (1871), L. R. 2 H. L., Sc. at p. 135. The fact that a 
clause giving the lien is in the bill of lading, is not conclosive that it is part of 
the contract between the parties : see Crooks v. Allan (1879), 5 Q. B. D. 38, and 
pp. 6, 7, ante, 

(m) See Article 161. 

(n) See Article 54. 

(o) See Article 137. 

(p) See Articles 19, 144, 152. 

(q) This clause would seem to require a good deal of large print to call shipper's 
attention to it. 
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SECTION XII. 

Damages. 

Article 158. — BvJe of Damages. 

Whebb two parties have made a contract, which one of 
them has broken, the damages which the other ought to 
receiye shoald be such as may reasonably be supposed to 
have been in the contemplation of both parties at the time 
they made the contract, as the probable result of the breach 
of it. 

Thus where special circumstances exist, by reason of which 
a breach of the contract would cause greater loss than would 
naturally occur from the breach of a contract of that kind : — 

(1.) If those special circumstances were known to both 
parties at the time of making the contract, and such know- 
ledge formed the basis of the contract, the person breaking 
the contract will be liable for the damages naturally result- 
ing from a breach under such special circumstances. 

(2«) If such special circumstances were either unknown to 
the party breaking the contract, or being known did not 
form the basis of the contract, he would only be liable for 
the damages naturally and usually resulting from a breach 
of the contract, as he understood it (a). 



Article 159. — Damages for failv/re to carry safely. 

Where goods are lost or delayed in carriage by sea, the 
damages will, in the absence of special circumstances in the 
contract, be the ordinary damages resulting from the loss or 

(d) Hadley r. JBaxendale (1854), 9 Ex. 341, at p. 854 ; Afayne on Daniages. 
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delay of such goods, and will not include damage by loss of 
market (6), or by a fall in the price of such goods (c), or by 
stoppage of business through their non-delivery ((i), or by 
loss of profit under a sub-contract unknown to the ship- 
owner (e). 

But where it is part of the common knowledge of the con- 
tracting parties, that the goods are wanted for a particular 
market, or for a particular season, at which they will com- 
mand a special price, or to fulfil a special sub-contract, 
damages for the loss of such market, season, or sub-contract, 
may be recovered (/). 

Cctse 1. — ^F. shipped on A.'s ship several cases containing machinery for 
a sawmill at Z,, and described as '* merchandise." A. knew the general 
nature of the shipment. On arriving at Z. one of the cases was missing, 
and the sawmill conld not be erected till it had been replaced. Edd^ that 
F. was entitled to the cost of replacing the missing machinery at Z., and 
to 5 per cent, interest on such cost, for the delay, but not to damages for 
the estimated profits of the mill during the delay (e^). 

Cki8e 2. — F. shipped goods on A.'s ship, and afterwards, unknown to A., 
effected a sub-contract for resale of them. The goods were damaged by bad 
stowage, and in consequence F. was unable to fulfil the sub-contract. Hdd^ 
that F. could not recover the pro6ts lost under the sub-contract as damages 
from A. (jg). 

Case 3. — F. shipped hemp on A.'s ship ; owing to defective engines, the , 
ship took 127 days on the voyage, 65 days being an average voyage. 
During the delay the price of hemp fell ; and the consignee claimed his 
loss as damages from A. Held, he could not recover it (A). 

Case 4. — F. ships cattle from the States for the Christmas Smithfield 
market, such shipment and the usual fall of the price of dead meat after 
Christmas being well known in the cattle trade. Owing to the ship's un- 



(&) Many bills of lading expressly provide that the ship shall not be liable for 
claims for delay, loss of market, or sea risks, if the goods are carried past their 
destination. The Eastern trade, however, has nsnally the clause : ^ That such 
goods are when fonnd to be sent back at ship's risk and expense, and subject to 
any proved claim for loss of market." The stipulation that the shipowner shall 
not be liable for more than the invoice cost of the goods is very nsoal. There is 
sometimes a clause, *' price, in case of short delivery, to be the market price of 
the day at port of discharge, on the day of steamer's reporting, less charges and 
brokerage." There are usually clauses limiting the time within which claims 
will be recognised. See ante, pp. 152, 208. 

(c) The Parana (1877), L. R. 2 P. D. 118. See also for case of tort, Tha Notting 
J?i«(1884), 9P.D. 105. 

{d) British Columbia Co. v': Nettleship (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 499. 

le) The 8t, Cloud (1863), B & L. 4 ; but where the shippers have sold the goods 
'* to arrive " at a certain price, they will not be allowed to recover more, though 
the market price on the day when the ship should have arrived was higher : 
Sodoconachi v. MUbum (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. 

(/) The Parana, mde supra, at p. 121. 

(^) The St, Cloud (1863^ B. & L. 4. 

(A) The Parana (1877), L. R. 2 P. D. 118. 
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seaworthiness, the cattle miss the Christmas market. Submitted, that the 
shipper can recover the loss by the fall of price, from A. (i). 

Case 5. — A/s ship was chartered by G. to load coal at X. and proceed to 
Z. A. broke his contract. G. chartered another vessel, at a higher freight, 
and purchased coal at a higher price, the first cargo being lost throu^ the 
delay, ffdd, G. could recover from A. as damages : (1) the excess freight 
paid. (2) prima fade, the excess price of coal, but that A. might meet 
this by showing a corresponding rise in the value of coal at Z. (k). 

Case 6. — G. had sold a cargo " to arrive " at £3 a ton. Tne ship was 
lost. The market price of the cargo on the day the ship would have 
arrived was £3 6s. a ton. SM, that G. could only recover from the ship- 
owner £3 per ton (2). 



Article 160. — Bamages for faUvre to load under Charter. 

In an action against charterer for not loading a cargo, the 
measure of damage is the amount of freight which would 
have been earned under the charter {m), after deducting the 
expenses of earning it, and also any net profit the ship may 
have earned during the period of the charter (n). It is 
probable that any freight the ship might have earned by 
reasonable diligence after the final breach is to be deducted 
also (o). 

The owner or captain is not bound to accept another offer 
inconsistent with the charter before there has been a final 
breach of the charter by the charterer, accepted by him- 
self (i?): it is probable that after such final breach he is 
bound to do the best for himseK and the charterer (o). ' 

Case 1. — Gharterers of a vessel, alleging that through delay in the ship's 
arrival they were not liable to load her, offered, before the expiration of the 
lay days, to provide a cargo if the master would go under protest to an 
island ninety miles off. Held, that the master was not bound to accept 

(t) On authority of Mellish, L.J., in The Parana^ at p. 121, but a similar point 
was actually so decided by the Court of Appeal in an unreported case in 1881. 

(k) FeathersUm y. Witknaon (1873), L. R. 8 Ex. 122 ; see also Parker v. Jcmee 
(1814), 4 Camp. 112. 

(0 Rodooonachi v. Jf36iJm (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 316. 

(m) As to method of calculation, see Article 144 ; and Capper y. Forster (1837), 
3 Bing. N. C. 938 ; CocVtyam v. Alexander (1848), 6 C. B. 791 ; Warren v. Pea- 
body (1849), 8 C. B. 800 ; see also Mayne on Damages, p. 271. 

(n) Smith T. Magwre (1858), 3 H. & N. 654 ; Stamforth v. Lyall (1830), 

7 Bing. 169. 

(o) See note 2, and cases cited: for special cases of damage, see Sparrow t. 
Paris (1862), 7 H. & N. 594; Heugh v. Escombe (1861), 4 L. T. 517. 

(p) Harries v. Edmonds (1845), 1 C. & K. 686 ; Hudson v. Hili (1874), 43 L. J., 
C. P. 272. 
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sacH an offer, which he might reasonahly believe would amount to rescind- 
ing the original charter (9). 

Coue 2. — ^A ship was chartered to go to X., where the charterer was 
either to load or to give notice that he would not load, paying at the same 
time £500. The ship went to X. The charterer neither loaded nor gave 
the notice ; the ship returned by Y., making a larger freight than if she 
had returned straight from X. Hdd^ that the shipowner could not recover 
the £500, as the charterer had given no notice, hut only unliquidated 
damages, and that as he had profited by the breach, the damages were 
nominal (r). 

Note 1. — " To load in regular ium,'^ — Where the " regular turn " 
is lost through the negligence of one of the parties, he will be 
liable for all subBequent delay resulting from such loss. Thus, 
a ship chartered to load in " regular turn " lost her turn through 
default of the charterer, and was detained eleven days till her 
turn came round again, when she was detained three days by 
weather before she could begin to load. Held, that the charterer 
was liable for the whole fourteen days' delay, the three days' 
delay being the legal and natural consequence of his first 
default («). 

Note 2, — In favour of estimating in reduction of damages, 
freight the master might reasonably have earned, is the case of 
Harries v. Edmonds (1846) (<) : where a ship was chartered at 
28. Sd. per quarter to carry oats from X. to Z., six days being 
allowed for loading at X. ; before the six days were up, the 
charterer's agent offered a cargo at 2b. 6(2., and said the char- 
terer's broker would pay the difference. There was also an offer 
of a cargo at 28. 2d., conditional upon calling at Y. Both these 
offers were refused. After the lay-days expired, the captain had 
other offers, and ultimately took a cargo at Is. 9d. Held, that 
the captain was not bound to accept either offer before the lay- 
days expired, but that after the lay-days expired he was bound 
to accept the best offer, so as to relieve the charterer as far as 
possible. This is supported by a dictum of Bramwell, B., in 
Bradford v. Williams (1872) (u) : " the captain would clearly be 
bound to find some occupation for his ship, otherwise when he 
brought his action the charterer would have good cause to com- 
plain." In Frost Y. Knight (1872) (a;), Cockbum, C.J. said : " in 
assessing the damages for breach of performance, a jury will, of 
course, take into account whatever the plaintiff has done, or has 
had the means of doing, and as a prudent man ought in reason 



(7) Hudson V. Hill, vide supra, 

(r) Staniforthy. LycUl (iSSO), 7 Bing. 169; Bell v. Puller (1810), 2 Taunt. 
286, where the charterer was allowed to earn both charter freight and freight 
aliunde, turns on an express proviso in the charter. 

(s) Jones V. Adamsm (1875), 1 Ex. D. 60 ; see also Taylor v. Clay (1846), 
9 Q. B. 713. 

(0 1 C. & K. 686. 

(tt) L. R 7 Ex. at p. 262. 

(ar) L. R. 7 Ex. Ill, at p. 115. 

S 
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to have done, whereby his loss has been, or would have been, 
diminished." 

On the other hand, in Smith v. Maguire (1858) (v), Martin, B. 
doubted '* whether a party who breaks a contract has a right to 
say to the other party : ' I will not pay yon the damages arising 
from my breach of contract, because you ought to have done 
something else for the purpose of relieving me of it.' I am not 
prepared to say that a shipowner who has lost his freight by 
reason of a breach of contract by the charterer, is bound to go 
and look for employment for his ship, so as to relieve the charterer 
from the consequences." In Brown v. Mailer (1872) (a?), where 
the contract was to deliver 500 tons of iron, one third in each of 
the months, September, October, and November, and in August 
the vendor gave notice that he did not mean to deliver any 
iron, it was argued that the purchaser should at once have made 
a new contract for such iron; but the Court held '* that he was 
not bound to enter into such a contract, which might be either 
to his advantage or detriment, according as the market might 
fall or rise. If it fall, the defendant might fairly say that the 
plaintiff had no right to enter into a speculative contract, and 
insist that he was not called upon to pay a greater difference 
than would have existed had the plaintiff held his hand. ... I 
do not think the plaintiff could be called upon to enter into a 
fresh contract .... and if it should happen that he might have 
done better for the defendant by waiting and making no specu- 
lative contract, the defendant would have in his turn a fair right 
to complain that his loss had not been mitigated as far as 
possible." Though the reasoning here seems at first sight to 
confirm the view taken by Martin, B., it will be noted that : 
(1) the right of the defendant to have his loss mitigated in 
some way is recognised ; (2) there is a wide distinction between 
the refusal to load a ship, where there is at once a fijced maximum 
of damage, the freight, less the expenses of earning it, which 
may be lessened by substituted freight, less its expenses, and a 
refusal to deliver goods at some future period, where it is un- 
certain what the loss ultimately sustained will be, and where a 
heavy fall in the market may convert the purchaser's loss into 
a gain. While, therefore, the results of a new contract made on 
the breach of the old one, must, in the case of iron, be very 
speculative and imcertain, in the case of the ship such a contract 
will usually mean a reduction of damages. In Boper v. Johnson 
(1873) (a), where the facts were similar, the Court, in ,the 
abseuce of evidence that a new contract could have been obtained 
on terms that would mitigate the purchaser's loss, fixed the 
measure of damages at the difference between the contract-price 
and the selling-price on each day of delivery. But the judges 



(y) 3 H. & N. 554, at p. 567. (^z) L. R. 7 Ex. 319. 

(a) L. R. 8 C. P. 167. 
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admitted that if the Tendors had shown that the purchasers 
might have made a new contract to diminish their loss, snch 
evidence would have been available in reduction of damages. 

In Wilson v. HiclcB (1 867) (6) : the question of what the captain 
could reasonably have done after breach was left to the jury, 
to aid them in estimating the damages. This case, however, 
seems directly contrary to Harries v. Edmonds (1845) (c), and 
Hudson V. Hill (d) in that the alternative proposals were made 
to the captain berore his lay-days had expired. A similar ques- 
tion of reasonableness was raised in Hudson v. Hill. Mayne on 
Damages (4th ed. pp. 165, 275) treats the matter as unsettled. 

Though the cases are inconsistent, the better opinion seems to 
be that freight, which a reasonable owner might and would have 
obtained after final breach, must be reckoned in reduction of 
damages, after deducting the expenses of earning it. It will 
certainly be safer for the captain to earn the best freight in his 
power. 

So also, a shipper of goods must do what is reasonable to lessen 
his loss from a breach of contract by the shipowner ; thus, he 
must purchase goods to supply the deficiency at the lowest price. 
If he can avoid delay by paying a small sum for dues, he should 
do 80, recovering it from the smpowner ; and he cannot recover 
damages for delay which he might have so avoided (e). 



Article 161.— Dead Freight. 

** Dead freight " is the name given to damages, whether 
liquidated or unliquidated, claimed for breach of a covenant 
in a charter to furnish a full cargo to a ship (/). 

For such damages no lien on goods actually carried in the 
ship exists at Common Law (g) ; but such a lien may be 
given by usage, or express contract of the parties (/). 

Case 1. — ^A vessel was chartered to carry a full cargo of bones at so 
much per ton, the shipowner to have a lien on the cargo for " freight, dead 
freight, and demuixage." Only 386 tons were shipped ; 210 tons more 
eould have been shipped. The master claimed a lien on the cargo shipped 
for damages for failure to ship the 210 tons, ffddy that the charter gave 
him such a lien ^/). 

Case 2. — ^A ship was chartered to load a full cargo at named freights, 
** but if the ship should not be fully laden, C. to pay not only for tlie 

(6) L. J. 26 Ex. 242. 

fc) 1 0. & K. 686. 

[d) 43 L. J. C. P. 273. 

le) JlifSiier y. Jecks (1865), 19 C. B., K S. 332; Alexiadt t, Itobmson (1S61% 
2 F. & F. 679; aliter if the sum is exorbitant: see The Nonoay (1864), 12 L. T. 
at p. 62 ; and per M. Smith, J. at 19 C. B., N. S. p. 341. 

(/) M'Lean r. Fleming (1871), L. R. 2 H. L. (Sc.) 128. 

(J) Fhillipsy. Bodie (1812), 15 East, 547 ; Birley v. G/a<fcton^(1814), 3 M. &S. 
205. 

S 2 
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goods which should be on board, but also for so much in addition as the 
ship could have carried. And in case no goods were shipped, then G. 
should at the end of the voyage pay full freight for the vessel to A. as if 
she had been fully loaded." A fuU cargo was not shipped, and the master 
claimed a lien on the ^oods carried for " dead freight " due for goods not 
carried. Hdd^ that no such lien existed at common law (A). 

Note, — It is doabtfiil whether the term '* dead freight " must 
not be confined to damages ascertained or ascertainable by the 
charter itself, t.e., liquidated damages for breach of covenant to 
famish a full cargo. In support of this view we have the cases 
of Pearson v. Ooschen (1864) (t), and Gray v. Carr (1871) (j). 
In Pearson v. Ooschen there was a charter to load a full cartro at 
90s. per ton, the master to have an absolute lien for all freight, 
dead freight and demurrage on the said cargo laden on board. 
Damages were claimed for short loading, and ttie cargo detained 
under the lien for " dead freight." The Court, Williams, Willen, 
Byles, and Keating, J J., held that the term *'dead freight" did 
not include '' damages in respect of room lost in consequence of 
the charterers not loading according to the charter," and that, 
thongh there was nothing else in the charter for the term *' dead 
freight" to apply to, the clause as to lien, being an ordinary- 
printed clause, need not neoessarily have a precise meaning given 
to every word in it. The next case in |)oint of time was McLean 
V. Fleming (».«.), a Scotch case, decided in May, 1871, where the 
House of Lords held that a lien for dead freight, meaning unliqui- 
dated damages, might be given by specific contract. Lord Weist- 
bury expressly dealt with the inconvenience of a lien for an un- 
liquidated sum, by admitting it, but saying : '' It was impossible 
to set up any consideration of inconvenience in answer to the 
clear terms of the contract." Lord Chelmsford rather weakened 
the judgment by saying that the case '' could hardly be considered 
as one of unliquidated damages, because the proper measure of 
damages was the amount of the agreed freight on the deficient 
quantity of 210 tens," though, he added, whether the dama^i^es 
were liquidated or unliquidated, the charter gave a lien for them. 
Lord Westbury said that the calculation at the agreed freight 
per ton was not correct, as it took no account of the expenses of 
loading and carrying the 210 tons; and that, therefore, the 
damages must be unliquidated. Lord Colonsay also held it 
" equally clear in principle and authority that there might be, 
by express contract in the charter, a lien for unliquidated damages 
as *'dead freight." The Lords expressly abstained from dealing 
with Pearson v. Crosehen, on being informed that it was about 
to be considered in another case in the Exchequer Chamber. 
This was Ch'ay v. Carr^ (decided June, 1871) : the arguments 
in this case were heard before the judgmente in McLean v« 



(A) Phillips V. Sodie, See npte (g) (0 17 C. B. N. S. 352. 

ante, p. 259. '(;') L- K- 6 Q. B. 522. 
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Fleming^ of wbicli the judges appear to have seen a note, though 
not a very fall one, and some of them in giving judgment ex- 
pressly deal with the case. In Chray v. Carr^ there was a charter 
to load a full cargo ; an absolute lien on the cargo for all freight, 
dead freight, demurrage, and average ; short shipment ; and a 
lien claimed for damages mib nomine '* dead freight : " the damages 
were not ascertainable from the charter. On these facts, Kelly, 
C.B., Channel, B., and Willes and Brett, J J., held such a lien not 
sustainable, the damages claimed not being dead freight, while 
Bramwell and Cleasby, BB., dissented. The majority took the 
view that *' dead freight " only meant liquidated damages, and 
distinguished McLean v. Fleming, on Lord Chelmsford's sugges- 
tion that the damages were there ascertainable from the charter. 
They dwelt on the inconvenience of a lien for an unascertainable 
amount, and met the argument that if '* dead freight " did not 
mean this, there was nothing in the charter that it could mean, 
by the suggestion in Pearson v. Goschen, that in contracts written 
into a general printed form, it was not necessary to give a 
meaning to every word in print. They expressly followed 
Pearson v. Ooschen. Of tbe minority, Bramwell, B., admitting 
it was not necessary to give every word in print a meaning, 
apparently held the point doubtful, but for McLean v. Fleming 
which bound him, while Cleasby, B., took the line that in Gray 
V. (Jarr^ the " dead freight " was capable of liquidation with very 
little trouble. 

Clearl}^ if the view of McLean v. Fleming taken in Oray v. 
Carr is correct, dead freight must be limited to ''damages 
ascertained or ascertainable from the charter," and this con- 
struction would, I think, be far more convenient for mercantile 
purposes ; but the judgment in McLean v. Fleming distinctly 
admit a lien for unliquidated damages by express agreement. 
It is, indeed, a decision in a Scotch case ; but, '' so far as it proceeds 
upon principles of general jurisprudence, it ought to have weight 
in England" {j^ Lord Selbome in EwingY. Orr-Emng (1886) (i), 
and the question was almost entirely discussed on the authority 
of the English cases. The early cases of Phillips v. Bodie and 
Birley v. Gladstone contain expressions supporting either view ; 
but, on the whole, they favour the view of the House of Lords ; 
and it is submitted that English Courts at the present day will 
be bound by McLean v. Fleming, and that Pearson v. Goschen 
and Gray v. Carr on this point must be treated as overruled. 



(k) L. R. 10 App. C. 453, at p. 499. 
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I have not thought it necessary to set out a large number of 
bills of lading, though all the forms used by the leading ship- 
owners of London and Liverpool have been considered in 
writing the previous pages. A collection of such bills will 
also be found in Mr. Leggett's book on Bills of Lading, but it is 
difficult to see how they increase the value of a work like this. 
The three bills which follow have, however, been agreed upon 
as a compromise by merchants and shippers in the particular 
trades to which they refer, and I have accordingly inserted 
them, adding references to the articles where each clause will 
be found discussed. 

I have given two forms of charter, time and voyage, with 
similar references, and have also added what is known as the 
" negligence clause " in charters, which is now being pressed 
upon charterers by shipowners, especially in the American 
grain trade, and has been adopted by the New York Produce 
Exchange. 



(A.) COAL BILL OF LADING, 1885. 

Shipped, in apparent good order and condition (a), by in and 

upon the good Vessel called the (h) now lying in the port of (c) 

and hound for (d) with liberty to call at any ports in any order, to 

sail without FilotSy and to tow and assist Vessels in distress, and to deviate 
for the purpose of saving life or property (e) ; and to be ddivered in 

the like good order and condition at the aforesaid port of unto 

or to his or their assigns (f), freight and all other conditions as 



(a) Article 52. (d) Article 23. 

(6) Article 26. (c) Articles 99, 100. 

(c) Article 27. (/) Article 56. 



264 APPENDIX. 

per Charter Party (a). The act of Ood (6), perils of the sea (c), fire (d\ 
barratry of the Master and Crew (c), enemies (/), pirates, and thieves (g), 
arrests and restraints of princes, riders, and people (h), collisions (i), 
stra^rding, and other CKddents of navigation (c) excepted (J), even when 
occasioned by negligence, defatUt, or error in judgment of the Pilot, Master, 
Mariners, or other servants of the Shipovmers (k). 

Ship not anstoerahle for losses through explosion, bursting of boilers, 
breakage of shafts, or any latent defect in the machinery or huU, not 
resulting from want of due diligence by the Owners of the /Ship, or any of 
them, or by the Ship^s Husband or Manager (I). 

(hneral Average payable a^xording to York-Antwerp Rules (m). 

In Witness whereof, the Mobster or Agent of the said Ship hath affirmed 
to three Bills of Lading, aU of this tenor and date, drawn as first, second 
and third, one of which BUls being accomplished, the others to stand 
void(n). 

Dated in this day of 188 . 

WEIGHT, QUALITT AND CONTENTS UNKNOWN (o). 



(B.) GENERAL PRODUCE, MEDITERRANEAN, BLACK SEA, 
AND BALTIC STEAMER BILL OF LADING, 1885. 

Shipped, in good order and condition (p), by in and upon the 

good Steamship (q) now lying in the Port of (r) and bound 

for (fi) with liberty to call at any ports on the way for coaling or 

other necessary purposes (t) being marked and numbered as per 

margin, and to be delivered in like good order and condition at the port 
of unto or to his or their assigns (t*), he or they paying freight 

on the said goods on delivery (v) at the rate of and charges as per 

margin. 

It is mutually agreed that the Ship shall have liberty to sail without 
Pilots ; to tow and assist vessels in distress ; to deviate for the purpose 
of saving life (t) ; to convey goods in lighters to and from the Ship at the 
risk of the Owners of the goods but at the Ship's expense ; and in case 
the Ship shall put into a port of refuge for repairs, to tranship the 
goods to their destination by any other steamship (x). 

The Act of God (y\ Perils of the Sea (z),Mre (aa), Barratry of the Master 
and Crew (bb). Enemies (cc), Pirates, and Bobbers (dd), Arrests and 



(a) Articles 19, 134. (p) Article 52. 

(6) Article 80. iq) Article 26. 

(c) Article 83. (r) Article 27. 

Id) Article 87. (s) Article 23. 

le) Article 88. (0 Articles 99, 100. 

(/) Article 81. (u) Article 56. 

Ig) Article 85. (p) Article 145. 

(A) Article 82. (a?) Article 103. 

(t) Article 84. (y) Article 80. 

0) Articles 79, 91. (z) Article 83. 

Ik) Article 89. (aa) Article 87. 

(0 Articles 29, 89. (66) Article 88. 

(m) Article 120. (cc) Article 81. 

(n) Article 125. {dd) Article 85. 
(o) Article 52. 
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Bestrainis of Princes, BtUers, and People (a) and other Acddente of 
Navigation excepted (h). Strandings a/nd Collisions (c), o/nd all 
Losses and Damages caused thereby, are also excepted, even when 
occasioned by negligence, default, or error in judgment of the Pilot, 
Master, Mariners, or other Servants of the Shipowners (d), hut 
nothing herein contained shall exempt the Shipoumer from liability to 
pO'y for damage to cargo occasioned by bad stowage, by improper or 
insufficient dunnage or ventilation, or by improper opening of valves, 
sluices, amd peris, or by caiues other than those above excepted, and aU 
the above exceptions are conditional on the Vessel being seaworthy 
when she sails on the voyage, hut any latent Defects in the Machinery 
shall not be considered unseatoorthiness provided the same do not 
result from want of due diligence of the Oumers, or any of them, or of 
the Ship's Husband or Manager (e). 

The Shipowner is not liable for Loss or Da/mage occasioned by Decay, 
Putrefaction, Rust, Sweat, Vham/ge of Cha/racter (f). Drainage, Leakage, 
Breakage (jg), or any loss or damage arising from the nature of the goods 
or the insufficiency of packages ; nor for La/nd Damage ; nor for the 
obliteration or absence of Marks or Numbers ; nor for any loss or 
damfige caused by tJ^e prolongation of the voyage. 

The Steamer, while detained at any port for the purpose of coaling, is ai 
liberty to discharge amd receive goods and passengers. 

The goods are to be applied for within 24 hours (f Ship^s arrival and 
reporting at the Custom House, otherwise the Master or Agent is to be 
at liberty to put into lighters or la/nd the same at the risk and expense 
of the Owners of the goods (h). 

In case of quarantine at any port, the goods destined for that port may be 
discharged into quarantine depot, hulk, or other vessel, as required for 
the Ship^s despatch. Quarantine expenses upon the said goods, of 
whatever nature or kind, shall be borne by the Owners thereof. 

The Master or Agent shall have a lien on the goods for freight and pay^ 
ments made, if any, or liabilities incurr&i in respect of any charges 
stipulated herein to be borne by the Owners of the goods (%), 

In case any part of the within goods cannot be found during the Ship^s 
stay at the port of their destination, they are to be sent back by 
first Steamer, at the Ship's risk and expense, and subject to any 
proved claim. for loss of market. 

The Ship shall not be liable for incorrect delivery of packages unless each 
of them shall have been distinctly ma/rked by the Shippers before 
shipment. 

Should grain or seed be delivered in a heated or damaged condition, and 
the receivers daim to deduct half -freight upon such damaged or heated 
portion, it shall be at the Master's option either to allow the same, or 
to be paid full freight upon the quantity shipped according to the BUI 
of Lading, provided always that no portion of the same has been 
jettisoned or otherwise disposed of on the voyage and the quantity 
delivered exceeds the quantity named in the BUI of I ading, 

General Average payable according to York-Antwerp Rules (j). 

The Owner and Consignee of the goods, and IShipovmer mutually a^ree to 
be bound by all of the above stipulations, exceptions, and conditions, 



(a) Article 82. (/) Article 79, at p. 151. 

lb) Article 83. (y) Article 86. 

(c) Article 84. (A) Article 127. 

(d) Article 89. (i) Article 157. 
{€) Articles 29, 89. (;) Article 120. 
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notwiihUanding any ciutom of the ports ofloctdvng and discharging to 
the contnvry. 

In Witnb«8 whereof the Master or duly authorized Agent of the 
said Bhip hath affirmed to three Bills of Lading, all of this tenor and 
date, one of which Bills being accomplished, the others to stand void (kk). 
Dated in this day of 188 . 

WEIGHT, QUALITT, AMD GONTXlTrS, UNKNOWN QT) 



(C.) MEDITERRANEAN, BLACK SEA, AND BALTIC GRAIN 
CARGO STEAMER BILL OF LADING, 1886. 

Shipped, in good order and condition (a), by in and upon the 

good Steam Vessel called the (h) now lymg in (c) a/nd hound 

for ((2) with liberty to call at any ports on the way for coaling or 

other necessary purposes^ to scdl taithout Pilots, and to tow and assist Vessels 
in distress, and to deviate for the purpose of saving life (e) ; and to 

he delivered in the like good order md condition at the aforesaid port 
of unto or to his or their assigns (J \ he or they paying 

freight and or demurragCf if any, for the said goods (g). All conditions 
as per Charter Party, dated (A). The act of God (t), perils of the 

sea (Je), fire (Z), barratry of the Master and Crew {m\ enemies (n), pirates^ 
and rolAers (o), arrests amd restraints of princes, rulers, a/nd people (p\ 
and other aoMents of navigation (k) excepted (q). Strandings and cd- 
lisions (r), and aU losses and damages soused thereby, are also excepted, even 
when occasioned by negligence, dtfatUt, or error in judgment of the Pilots 
Master, Mariners, or other servants if the Shipowners (s), but nothing 
herein contained shdU exempt the Shipowner from liahUity to pay for 
damage to cargo occasioned by bad stowage, by improper or insufficient 
dunnage or ventilation, or by improper opening of vcdves, duices and ports, 
or by causes other than those above excepted, and aU the above exceptions 
are conditional on the Vessel being seaworthy when she saMs on the voyage, 
but any latent defects in the mcuihinery shall not be considered unseaworthi- 
ness provided the same do not result from want of due diligence of the 
owners, or any of them, or of the Ship^s Husband or Manager (t). 

General Average payable according to York-Antwerp Bides (u). 

laying days have been used at the ports of loading. 

In Witness whereof, the Master of the said Ship hath affirmed to three 
Bills of Lading, all of this tenor and date, one of wh^iih Bills being 
accomplished, the others to stand void (w). 

Dated in this day of 188 . 

QUANTITY AND QUALITY, UNKNOWN («)• 

(kk) Article 126. (0 Article 87. 

(IT) Article 52. (m) Article 88. 

(a) Article 52. (n) Article 81. 

(6) Article 26. (o) Article 85. 

(c) Article 27. (i?) Article «2. 

Id) Article 23. (q) Articles 79, 91. 

le) Articles 99, 100. (r) Article 84. 

If) Article 56. (s) Article 89. 

Ig) Article 135. (0 Articles 29, 89. 

(A) Articles 19, 134. (m) Article 120. 

(0 Article 80. (w) Article 125. 

(k) Article 83. (x) Article 52. 
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(D.) CHARTERPARTY (FOR A VOYAGE). 

London 188 • 

It is this day kutually agbbed BirrwEEN Owner of the Good 

Steam Ship or Vessel called the ' (a) of and That the 

said vessel being of Tons Register measurement, or thereabouts (h\ 

classed (c) now at (a) and guaranteed to be in (a) 

ready to load (e), by the (d) and bSng tight, staunch, and strong, 

and every way fitted for the Voyage (/), shall at once sail and proceed to 
((g) and enter such Dock as directed on arrival, by and there 

take on board, as tendered (A\ a full and complete Cargo (^) of 
say Tons (A), not exceemng what she can reasonably stow and carry 

over and above her Tackle, Apparel, Provisions, and Furniture. Cargo to 
be loaded in running hours (Sundays and HoUdays excepted) (t), 

from the time true written notice is given (k) (between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.) 
that all Ballast or Inward Cargo is discharged, and the Vessel is ready to 
receive or deUver her Cargo (^ (any lime lost through riots, strike, lock* 
out, or by reason of accidents to mines or machinery, obstruction on the 
Railway and the Docks, or by reason of floods, frosts, storms, or any cause 
beyond the control of the said (Q not to be computed as part of the 

aforesaid loading and discharging time). Unloading at the rate of 
Tons per working day. Time to commence from when the Vessel is ready 
to imload, as ordered, and written notice is given (m). 

The time for loading not to count from 5 p.m. on any Saturday till 
7 a.m. on the following Monday, nor till 7 a.m. after any HoUday (i). 

The Captain shall, brfore the ship proceeds to Sea, call at the Office of 
the Charterers' Agents in and there sign, as presented (n), the Mer- 

chants' Bills of Lading for the Cargo, as per Dock or Railway Company's 
return ; and in default there shall be payable to the Charterers the sum of 
Twenty-five pounds. 

The Freight being in fall of all Dock Wharfage on Cargo, Consulages, 
Lights, Pilotage, and all other Port Charges whatsoever. 

The Vessel being loaded shall, with all practicable despatch (o), proceed 
to and dehver the same to the said Freighter or Assigns, alongside 

Steamer, Depot Ship, Wharf, Arsenal, or into Craft, as ordered, where she 
can safely deliver (p). 

(The Act of God {g) the Queen's Enemies (r), restraint of Princes and 
Rulers (s). Fire (t\ and all and every other Dangers and Accidents of the 
Seas, Rivers, and Navigation (u), and to Machinery and Boilers, of what 
nature and kind soever during the said Vovage, always excepted.) (w) 

Cargo to be brought and taken from alongside (x) at Merchant's risk 
and expense. 

(a) Article 26. (m) Article 124. 

(6) Articles 25, 46. (n) Article 20, p. 45. 

(c) Article 24. (o) Articles 30, 99, 100. 

Id) Article 27. (/?) Article 37. 

(«?) Article 40. {q) Article 80.' 

(/) Article 29. (r) Article 81. 

(g) Articles 30, 33. (s) Article 82. 

(A) Article 46. (0 Article 87. 

(0 Article 130. («) Article 83. 

Xk) Article 41. (w?) Articles 79, 91. 

(0 Article 42. {x) Article 43. 
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Freight to he paid on the unloading a/nd right delivery (y) of the Cargo 
at the rate of Shillings and Pence, per Ton of 20 cwt, delivered (z). 
One-third Freight, if required, in Gash, on signing Bills of Ladmg, 
less 34 per cent, for Insurance, &c. Sufficient Cash for YesseFs ordinary 
disbursements at current rate of exchange, at Port of Destination, and the 
remainder by Bill on Charterers^ at Three Months' date, on the right de- 
livery of Cargo as aforesaid (a). 

The Ship to be addressed to Charterers' Agents, at Port of Dischai^e, 
free of charge, paying the usual Address Commission of 2 per Cent, when 
loaded, and to employ their broker; paying usual charge for doing Ship's 
business. 

In case of Average, same to be settled in accordance with the British 
Law and Custom (6). 

The Cargo to be discharged, weather permitting, out of all her hatchways 
simultaneously, if practicable, and required by Charterers' Agents. 

Demurrage in loading, over and above the said lying time, at per 

hour ; Demurrage on imloading at the rate of per hour. 

Owners of Vessels to have a lien on the Cargo for freight (c). Dead 
Freight (d), and Demurrage (e) ; Charterers' liabifity ceasing when Cargo 
shipped (/). 

The Commission on this Charter Party is on the amount of Freight, 

and is due on the signment hereof (Ship lost or not lost) to and the 

Ship is to be entered and cleared at the Custom-House, at her Port of 
Loading, by Charterers' Agents, 

If any misrepresentation be made respecting size, the position, or state 
of the Steamer, Charterer to have the option of cancelling this Agree- 
ment (g). 

Penalty for non-performance of this Agreement^ estimated amount of 
Freight. 



(E.) TIME CHAETBEPARTY. 

London 188 • 

It is this day mutually agreed between of the good Iron Screw 

Steam Ship called the (h) of Tons gross Register, and 

Tons nett Register (t), having engines of horses' power (y), and 

classed at Lloyd's Years, or Years in Liverpool Book, 

now and during hiring (Aj), of Tons dead weight or thereabouts, 

inclusive of fuel and stores, &c., now (T) and Messrs. Charterers. 

WITNESSETH, 

That the said Owners agree to let, and the said Charterers agree to hire 
the said Steam Ship for the term of calendar Months, from the 

day of for a voyage from to and back to , she 

being then placed at the disposal of the Charterers, at , in such Dock, 



(y) Article 157. (/) Articles 53, 54. 

Iz) Articles 46, 144. (g) Article 23. 

(o) Article 137. (A) Article 26. 

(6) Article 120. (0 Articles 25, 46. 

(c) Articles 150, 155. (ji) Article 23. 

(d) Article 161. (k) Article 24. 

(e) Article 155. (0 Article 27. 
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or at such safe (m) Wharf or place (where she may always safely lie afloat), 
as Charterers may direct, she being then ready to receive Cargo (n), and 
being tight, stamich, strong, and every way fitted for the service (and with 
fiill complement of officers, seamen, engineers, and firemen for a Vessel of 
her tonnage) (o) ; to be employed in carrying lawful merchandise (ex- 
cluding ore, salt, petroleum and its producta^ and all other injurious 
cargoes), between such Ports within the following limits, viz. : with 

the option to the Charterers to send the Steamer to as the Charterers 

or their Agents shaJl direct, on the following conditions : — 

That the Owners shall provide and pay for aJl the provisions and wages 
of the Captain, Officers, Engineers, Donkey Enginemen, Fireman and 
Crew ; shall pay for the insurance of the Vessel ; also, for all engine-room 
stores, and maintain her in a thoroughly efficient state in hull and machi- 
nery for and during the service. That the Charterers shall provide and pay 
for Coals as stated below, Fort Charges, Pilotages, Agencies, Commissions^ 
and all other charges whatsoever, except those before stated. 

That the Charterers shall accept and pay for all Coal in the Steamer's 
Bunkers ; and the Owners shall, on expiry of this Charterparty, pay for aJl 
Coal left in the Bunkers at the current market prices at the respective ports 
when she is deUvered to them. 

That the Charterers shall pay for the use and hire of the said Vessel at 
the rate of per gross register Ton per Calendar Month, commencing 

on and from the day of her delivery, as aforesaid, and at and after the 
same rate for any part of a month ; hire to continue until her delivery to 
the Owners (unless lost) at London. 

Should the Vessel be lost without being heard of, hire shall cease to be 

due fifteen days after the date on which she left her last Port (p). 

Should the Steamer occupy a longer period than days between 

, hire shall be remitted for an excess of time beyond the days 

named. Any time lost at Port of call to be excluded from the above 

guaranteed passage (p). 

That in the event of loss of time from deficiency of men or stores, 
breakdown of machinery, or damage preventing the working of the Vessel 
(when in port) ( p) for more than tw«ity-four working hours, the payment 
of hire shall cease until she be again in an efficient state to resume her 
service. 

The Charterers are to put on board in London tons Coals ( ) 

for Ship's use for the Voyage out and home, and which is to include the 
working of the Donkey Engines. Should this quantity be insufficient, the 
Owner of the Steamer undertakes to pay the cost of any further quantity (^). 
The time of sailing from to be reckoned from the time the Captain 

receives his dispatches on board, and the loading complete. The steam 
winches and cranes to be in efficient working order when in port. 

Pa3^ment of the said Hire to be made in London, monthly, in advance, by 
Charterers' acceptance at thirty days' date, and in default of such payment 
the Owners shall have the faculty of witiidrawing the said Steamer from 
the service of the Charterers without prejudice to any claim they, the 
Owners, may otherwise have on the Charterers, in pursuance of this 
Charter, any payment for part of a month to be calculated at thirty days to 
the month. 

Iliat the cargo or cargoes may be laden and or discharged in any dock, 
or at any wharf or place that the Charterers or their Agents may direct, 
provided the Steamer can always safely lie afloat (n). 

(m) Article 37. (o) Article 29. 

(n) Article 40. (p) These clauses are unusual. 
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That the whole reach of the Veflsel's Holds and nsual places of loading 
and aocommodation of the Ship (9) (not bdng more than she can reasonably 
stow and cany) shall be at the Charterers' disposal, reserving only proper 
and sufficient space for Ship's officers, crew, tackle, apparel, fomiture^ 
provisiona, stores, and fuel 

That the Captain shall prosecute his voyages with the utmost des- 
patch (r), and snail render all customary assistance with Ship*8 crew and 
boats. 

Iliat the Captain (although appointed by the Owners) shall be under the 
orders and direction of the Charterers as regards employment, agency, or 
other arrangements; and the Charterers hereby agree to indenmify the 
Owners from all consequences or liabilities that may arise, from the Captain 
signing Bills of Lading, or in otherwise complying with the same (s). 

That if the Charterers shall have reason to be dissatisfied with the 
conduct of the Captain, Officers, or Engineers, the Owners shall, on 
receiving particulars of the complaint, investigate the same, and, if 
necessary, make a change in the appointments. 

That the Master shall be furnished from time to time with all requifdte 
instructions and sailing directions, and shall keep a full and correct Log of 
tiie voyage or voyages, which are to be patent to the Charterers or their 
agents. 

That the Charterers shall have the option of continuing the Charter for a 
further period of on giving notice thereof to the Owners previous 

to the expiration of the first-named term. 

That should the vessel be lost, freight paid in advance, and not earned 
(reckoning from the date of her loss), shall be returned to the Charterers. 
ITie Act of (Jod (t\ the Queen's Enemies («), Fire (as), Bestraints of 
Princes, Rulers, and People (y), Detention of Railway Trucks, Frost, 
Strikes (2), and all other dangers and accidents of the sea, rivers, machi- 
nery, boilers, and steam navigation, (a) throughout this Charterparty 
always excepted (6). 

lliat should any dispute arise between the Owners and the Charterers, 
the matters in dispute shall be referred to three persons at London, one) 
to be appointed by each of the parties hereto, and the third by the 
two so chosen, their decision, or that of any two of them, shall be final, 
and for the purpose of enforcing any award, this agreement may be made a 
rule of Court. 

That the Owners shall have a lien upon all cargoes, and all sub-freights, 
for any amounts due under this Charter ; and Charterers to have a lien on 
the Ship for all moneys paid in advance and not earned (c). 

All derelicts and salvage shall be for Owners' and Charterers' equal 
benefit (d). Penalty for non-performance of this Contract, estimated 
amoimt of damages. 

A Commission of Five per Cent, on the estimated amount of Freight is 
due on signment hereof to (e) Ship lost or not lost. 



i 



q) Article 48. («) Article 42. 

r) Articles 30, 99, 100. (a) Article 83. 

(5) Articles 18, 20. (6) Articles 79, 91. 

(0 Article 80. (c) Articles 156, 157. 

(tt) Article 81. (d) Article 121. 

(a?) Article 87. (e) Article 16, p. 29. 
(V) Article 82. 
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(P.) " NEGLIGENCE CLAUSE." 

** It is also mutuAlly agreed that the Carrier shall not be liable for loss 
or damage occasioned by causes beyond his control (a), by the perils of the 
sea or other waters (6), by fire from any cause (c), or wheresoever occur- 
ring, by barratry of the master or orew (cQ, by enemies (e), pirates or 
robbers (/), by arrest and restraint of princes, rulers, or people (^), riots, 
strikes or stoppage of labour, by explosion, bursting of boilers, breakage 
of shafts, or any ktent defect in hull, machinery, or appurtenances (A), by 
collisions (t), stranding, or other accidents of navigation (6) of whatsoever 
kind (even when occasioned by the negligence, default, or error ojf judg- 
ment in the pilot, master mariners, or other servants of the shipowner), not 
resulting, however, in any case, from want of due diligence by the owners 
of the ship or any of them, or by the Ship's Husband or Manager " (A;). 



(a) Act of God; flee Article 80. (/) Article 85. 

(&) Article 83. (a) Article 82. 

(c) Article 87. f*) Article 29. 

(d) Article 88. (0 Article 84. 

le) Article 81. (A) Articles 29, 89. 
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Practice in loadvng cmd diseharging general Ships in the 

leading ports of Oreat Britain. 

The following aooounts of tlie ctustoms of the ports of London, 
Liverpool, Bristol, Glasgow, and Hull, as they exist in 1886, 
have been carefdUy eompiled, and revised by merchants in 
those ports. They apply in the absence of any special agree- 
ment or custom in any particular trade. It is hoped they will 
be nsefal both to merchants and shipowners not belonging to 
those ports, and to lawyers. 

(A.) PEACTICE OP POET OF LONDON. 

I. — In Loading. 

The shipper has sometimes "ens^aged" so mnch snoods in 
the sHp iXehand by agreement ^l ti.e shipowneAr sHp- 
broker, such agreement, in the absence of express stipulations, 
being understood to be on the terms of the printed biU of 
lading of the line or firm, if, as is usually the case, there is such 
a printed bill, or, if not, on reasonable and ordinary terms of 
shipment. But not unfrequently no previous engagement of 
goods takes place. 

I. Goods sent hy land to the ship — 

The shipper, or the shipper's agent, acting on instructions 
for shipping forwarded to him by the shipper, sends the goods 
to the dock where the ship is to load. 

(1,) If they are sent hy road, the carman has with him a 

shipping note ' :— 
To the Superintendent of the X. Docks. Please receive the 
undermentioned packages to be shipped on board the S." (here 
follows description of marks, numbers, and packages). " From 
F., shipper." 

The carman has also a *' cart-note" or ordinary form of receipt 
for the goods. The servants of the dock company sign the 
*' cart-note" and return it to the carman, keeping the shipping 
note as their authority for receiving and shipping the goods. On 
the next day the dock company forward to F., the shipper, the 
account of their dock charges, known as the wharfage note, which 
also acknowledges receipt of the goods, and corresponds to the 
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mate*B receipt The goods are not shipped till these charges are 
paid ; but to prevent delay, large shippers have a deposit 
account mth the dock company, and make out the shipping-note, 
" charges to our deposit account ;" or the broker loading the ship 
guarantees to the dock company the dock charges on all goods 
shipped in his ship. 

(2 ) If the goods are sent by rail, there is no shipping note ; the 
railway rat« covers the dock charges, and the shipper has no 
intimation of the arrival of the goods at the dock from the dock 
company, but receives an advice note from the depot of the 
railway that the goods have come to hand and have been for- 
warded as addressed. 

Goods at the dock are "tallied" by the shipowner, either 
when put on board, or on delivery into the dock shed, at the 
ship's option ; where the tallying takes place makes no difference 
in the shipowner's liability, though it may render it more diffi- 
cult for him to prove the goods were lost before phipment if he 
does not tally into the ship. If tallying is omitted, the pro- 
duction of the " dock charge " or wharfage note by the shipper is 
usually accepted by the shipowner as entitling him to bflls of 
lading. When all the land-borne goods are loaded, the dock 
company present to the mate for signature a list of such goods 
thus: 

** X. Export Docks. Received from the X. Docks, the 
under-mentioned goods on the ship S., master E., bound for Z. 
Marks. . . . Nos. . . . Packages. . . . Shippers. ... In good 
order. Contents unknown " (a). 

The dock company do not deliver goods to the ship unless 
they are in apparent good order,^ without having had direct 
instructions from the shipper or shipowner. 

The shipper then purchases a printed form of the bill of 
lading of the particular line or firm, fills it up with particulars 
of the goods shipped, and leaves it for signature at the office of 
the shipowner or broker. It is there checked, usually with the 
"tally-book" kept by the ship, signed, if found correct, and 
delivered to the applicant without his necessarily producing 
any document or receipt. In this there is obviously some risk 
of a fraudulent application, but in practice it is slight. 

II. Goods sent to Ship hy Water. 

With these the dock company have nothing to do, and they 
can make no charge for them. The lighterman bringing the 
goods delivers an order or receiving note : " Please receive in 
good order on board ship S." (particulars of goods), " F. shipper." 
The mate signs a receipt (h), "Received in good order," &c., 
making a note on the receipt of any goods damaged. A receipt 
without such note is a " clean receipt," and some orders to ship 
have a clause, "No goods to be taken on board for which a 



(a) See Article 52. (6) See Article 51. 

T 
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clean receipt cannot be given, or ship will be held respon- 
sible.' 

The ship is entitled by custom to keep the lighter alongside 
for three days free, after which demurrage becomes payable at 
the customary rate of Is, 6(2. per day per barge, but this is often 
modified in practice (c) or by special agreement. 

The ship forwards the receiving note to the broker's office, 
and the broker delivers the bill of lading, which has been pre- 
viously left, filled up by the shipper on the firm's printed form, 
to the producer of the maters receipt or to the shipper (d). 

Labour, — The dock company unload from carts, warehouse, 
and truck the goods loaded from the shore on to the quay at the 
shipper's expense. They are then slung, lowered into the hold, 
and stowed by a stevedore employed by the ship. Where the 
lowering is done by the dock cranes, the dock company charge 
the stevedore for their use, and guarantee the soundness of 
machinery and gear, but do not take the risk of working them. 
The stevedore is instructed as to place of stowage by a repre- 
sentative of the shipowner or broker, but not as to the method 
of stowage. 

Waier-home goods are slung in the lighter, raised, lowered, 
and stowed by the stevedore ; the ship's hand-winch or crane is 
used ; the ship guarantees soundness of the gear she supplies, 
and the stevedore finds the labour, but the exact proportions in 
which gear is supplied by the stevedore or the ship vary very 
much. 

Practice in unloading at the Docks in London. 

On the arrival of the ship in dock the captain, broker, or 
owner hands to the dock company a "stop for freight," as 
follows (c) : — 

" To the Directors of the Z. Dock. 
" I hereby give you notice to detain all the undermentioned 
goods, excepting samples of the same, which shall be landed in 
your docks, and now on board the ship 8, from X., until the 
freight due thereon as herein specified shall be duly paid or 
satisfied, in proof of which you will be pleased to receive the 
directions of Messrs. B. 

" Signed (captain, owner, or broker)." 

Particulars of goods and amount of freight claimed follow. 
These may be filled in "all goods landed, freight as per bill of 
lading " to cover the whole cargo. 

The vessel is " reported " at the custom house by her master. 



(c) Thus for railway barges demurrage is 10s. per day ^ -for sailing barges it is 
20s. 

(d) See Article 51. « Mate's receipt." 

(e) As to the statutory effect of this : see 25 & 26 Vict. c. 63, s. 68, Appendix III. 
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and is then ready to deliver. By the cnstom of the port of 
London, unless modified by special cnstoms in particular 
trades (/) or docks (g)^ or express stipulations (A), the con- 
signees have forty-eight hours from the report to pass the 
entries of their goods at the custom house, and take delivery (t). 
From the expiration of that time warehouse charges at the 
docks, and the cost of delivery into lighters must be paid by the 
consignee. 

The consignee can do one of two things : — 

(1.) Without having his goods warehoused at the dock, he 
can send a barge alongside the ship, and take the goods out of 
dock for landing at a wharf. This is known as an " overside 
entryJ* 

(2.) He can warehouse his goods at the dock, on their being 
landed on the quay : known as a ** landing entry" 

The stop for freight at the dock only applies to ** landing 
entries.** 

I. In overside entries the consignee takes his bill of lading to 
the office of the owner or broker, and, if the freight is unpaid, 
either by payment of freight, or on credit at the risk of the 
broker, gets in exchange for it an *• overside pass " (k). 



C4 



To the chief officer, ship 5., from X. 
You may pass overside for Z. wharf" (goods described as in 
bill of lading). 

In such a case the lighterman lodges the overside pass with 
the ship, and delivery is made by the Dock Company, the 
mate tsJlying the goods ; or the tallying may be done by 
the Dock Company, for an extra charge. The ship takes a 
receipt : " Keceived of G., ex 8.s. 8." (goods described) " in craft 



(/) Kg. Aste ▼. Stumore (1884), 1 C. & £. 319, in the grain trade ; Marzetti 
r. Smith (1884), 49 L. T. 580. In the fruit trade an attempt to prove a varying 
custom failed in The Clan Macdonald (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 178. 

(g) As in Petrocochino v. Bott (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 355, where a custom of 
twenty-four hours was proved by the Victoria Docks. The dock companies gene- 
rally endeavour to establish a custom of twenty-four hours, but this is resisted by 
merchants, and some friction at present (1886) exists on the point. 

(A) For special stipulations in the bill of lading, see note 1, antey p. 207. The 
dock companies allow seventy-two hours to some large companies, as the Penin- 
sular and Oriental, by special agreement. 

(0 in PoUUzer v. 8,8. Cascapedia (1886), 2 Times L. R. 413, under a bill of 
lading, " goods to be delivered from the ship's tackle ; " attempts to prove on the 
one hand a custom of the port of London, that if a barge of sufficient size to take 
all the goods under a number of bills of lading was sent, the consignee's duty 
was discharged, though the ship might be discharging from several hatches at 
once ; and, on the other hand, a custom that, if necessary, a separate barge must 
be sent for each bill of lading, both failed. The Divisional Court held that it 
was a question for the jury whether the consignees had taken delivery in a 
reasonable time. 

(^) The delivery of an overside pass to a merch£(nt does not terminate the 
transit, so as to prevent stoppage in transitu: Coventry v. Gladstone (1868), 
L. R. 6 £q. 44. 

T 2 
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Br Signed "L., lighterman ;" and the ship's clerk gives a pass : 
•* To Superintendent of Z. dock. Please pass out with " (goods 
described) " ex 8.b. 8, Signed^ (clerk.)" 

Overside passes are also granted to a wharf, filled up, " All 
produce entered by Z. wharf." In such a case the wharfinger 
guarantees to hold the goods until a release for freight by the 
broker or shipowner is presented ; and no new " stop for freight " 
is therefore necessary, though such an overside pass is obtained 
by the wharf without payment of freight. 

In the case of overside goods, to give despatch, by custom (V) 
or special agreement, they may be landed on the quay for assort- 
ment, and delivery made on overside passes from the quay, for 
an additional rate paid by the shipowner to the dock company, 
the consignee incurring no exfra expense if he takes the goods 
within a time, customarily forty-eight hours, but varying 
according to particular custom or express stipulation (w). 

In such a case, under the customary clauses in London bills 
of lading, the liability of the shipowner terminates on discharge 
from the ship's deck (n). 

When goods, having been so landed, are delivered from the 
quay to lighters on overside passes, the dock company do not 
take a receipt from the lighter, but if their chaises have been 
paid, give a pass : — ** Z. dock. Pass for overside goods. Pass " 
(barge named) " with goods described below. Ship 8. Master E. 
From X." The quantity and description of the goods is filled 
in the pass, the condition of the goods being ascertained at the 
wharf. 

This pass is signed by the master of the ship or ledger clerk, 
and finally examined and passed by the dock constable at the 
locks. 

By custom the West India and London Dock Companies 
deliver to each other's order goods entered for their respective 
docks without the production of overside passes from the brokers. 
In this case it is necessary for the broker or captain to serve a 
" stop " for freight on each dock, as the " stop " in one dock is 
not effectual in the other against the holder of the bill of lading 
demanding delivery. 

11. Landing entries, — ^If the goods are entered for landing, the 
consignee hands to the dock company a customs permit, and 
takes his bill of lading to the broker's office ; on presenting it, 
and, if the freight is unpaid, either on credit at the risk of the 
broker, or by payment he obtains a " Melease for freighV^ 

** Eemoval of stop for freight. To Z. Dock Co. 
" A stop for freight having been laid on the undermentioned 

(0 See Petrocochino v. Pott (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 355 ; Marzetti v. Smith 
(1884), 49 L. T. 580 ; Aste v. Stumore (1884), 1 C. & E. 319. 
(m) See above, pp. 207, 275. 
(n) Petrocochino v. Bott, vide supra. 
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goods, ex 8,j captain E., from X. ; yon are now authorised to 
remove such stop from the same." Filled in: ''AH produce 
entered by G.," the specific description being contained In the 
bill of lading. 

The consignee does not give up the bill of lading to the 
broker, but presents it to the dock with the '' Belease for 
freight." 

If forty-eight hours (o) have expired from the report of the 
ship, the goods have been warehoused, weighed, and perhaps 
coopered and sampled, for which the consignee is charged by 
the dock company. 

The dock company and the wharf furnish the consignee with 
particulars of goods consigned to him, and also the broker with 
a duplicate for purposes of freight. The docks add a statement 
of the goods damaged : the wharves do not inform the broker of 
damages. 

The dock company's ship surveyors are called in during 
the discharge of the ship, whenever necessary, to survey 
damage. The shipowner's liability is practically terminated 
by correct delivery from the ship according to ttie " Landing 
account " (p), which is made up by the dock officials as the ship 
discharges. 

Case 1. — Goods were shipped under a bill of lading " to be delivered at 
the yjort of London from the ship's deck where the ship's responsibility 
shall cease." The ship went into dock, and notice was given to the con- 
signee of sixty-nine bales that she was ready to unload. Within twenty- 
four hours the consignee sent a lighter. According to the custom of the 
dock, the sixty-nine bales had been landed by the dock company's servants 
on the quay ; but they only delivered sixty-eight bales to the lighter. 
ffeld, that the bill of lading, together with the custom, freed the ship from 
liability for the missing bale (q). 

Case 2. — ^A custom of the port of London that steamships with a general 
cargo should unload on to the quay, and thence into lighters at the ship- 
owner's expense, was proved, and HM consistent with a bill of lading con- 
taining the clause, '' to deliver from the ship's tackles where the ship's 
responsibility shall cease," which meant ** from tackles on to quay : " and 
** the goods to be discharged from the ship as soon as public intimation is 
given that she is ready to unload, and if not, thereupon removed without 
delay by the consignee, the master or agent to be at liberty to land the 
same, or, if necessary, to discharge into hghters, at the risk and expense of 
the owner of the goods " (r). 

Labour in Discharging. — Small vessels are discharged by their 
own crews, but all ships in the London and East and West 



(o) See Note 1, p. 207, and p. 275, for variations. 
(p) See Note 2, p. 207. 

(g) Petrocochino v. Bott (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 355. 

(r) MarzeUi v. Smith (1884), 49 L. T. 580. See also Aste v. Stumore (1884) 
1 C. & E. 319 ; Clan Macdomld (1883), L. R. 8 P. D. 178. 
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India Docks are discharged by the servants of the dock com- 
panies, who dispute the right of the owner to employ any 
Jabonr other than his crew in discharging; and though this 
claim of the Dock Companies is not acquiesced in by shipowners, 
and appears not warranted by law («), it is rarely resisted in 
practice. 

The dock company charge the shipowner one rate, the " land- 
ing rate," varying according to the class of goods, which covers 
the cost of discharge, craneage, the landing tally, and the 
damage reports. 



B. Practice of the Port of Liverpool. 

I.— In loading general Ships. 

All the docks and sheds at Liverpool belong to the " Mersey- 
Docks and Harbour Board." Some of the docks, which are 
known as " closed docks," are worked on a system similar to 
the docks in London, but they are only used for discharging 
and stiffening ships, or putting some ballast into a ship when 
discharged. All ships are loaded in the " open docks." Here 
the Harbour Board find quay space and goods sheds, for 
which they are paid by tonnage dues from ships, dock and 
town dues from goods paid by the shipper when the goods are 
entered at the custom house, and special rents from appro- 
priated berths let by the year to the large companies and 
steamship owners. All loading is done by the shipowners and 
their servants, subject to this, that a master stevedore, must be 
employed for the loading of every vessel, and that only those 
licensed by the Harbour Board may act as master stevedores. 
But some of the steamship owners of the port are themselves 
master stevedores, and may employ imder them whom they 
please. The effect of these provisions is thu8 to ensure that 
the loading of all ships in the port, is in the hands of responsible 
persons. 

I. Goods brought by land. — The shipper sends the goods to 
the berth and puts them on the quay ; the carter bringing the 
goods delivers a shipping-note^ which either the mate or the 
wharfinger signs ; after this the goods are at the ship's risk, in 
the absence of express exceptions. The wharfinger measures the 
goods and sends a return to the broker's office. The stevedore 



(s) See Dick v. Badart (1883), L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 387, in which a by-law of the 
Surrey Commercial Dock, that no lumpers, but such as were authorized by the 
company, should be allowed to work on any vessel in the dock, except by special 
permission of the company, and that only servants of the company should be 
allowed to work on tho dock premises, was held invalid and %Utra vires. 
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puts the goods on board. Both wharfinger and stevedore are 
appointed and paid by the ship. 

ir. Goods brought by water — Are taken from the lighter's deck 
by the ship's stevedore, and tallied on board by one of the ship's 
officers, who gives a receipt to the lighterman. 

Except in licensing the master stevedore, and in the pro- 
vision of some staging the Dock Board have nothing to do 
with the loading of ships in open docks, the shipowner finding 
all the labour. 



II. — In Discharging general Ships. 

All the docks and sheds at Liverpool belong to the *' Mersey 
Docks and Harbour Board." The docks are divided into two 
classes, "closed" and "open" docks. The "closed" docks, 
which are only used for discharging and stiffening ships, are 
worked by the Dock Board on a system similar to the docks in 
London ; the Board discharge the ship and deliver tl^e cargo to 
the consignees. In the " open " docks, all the labour for dis- 
charging is provided by the shipowner. The goods are unloaded 
on to the quay by a master lumper, and are received on the quay, 
weighed, and "loaded off," or delivered to the consignee at 
the dock by a master porter. All master lumpers and master 
porters must be licensed by the Harbour Board, and are subject 
to by-laws framed by that body. But some of the Liverpool 
steam shipowners are themselves licensed master porters, and 
master lumpers, employing whom they please under them, and 
themselves delivering the cargo to the consignee. Goods are 
nearly always landed on the quay, but if delivered into craft 
overside, the master porter weighs them on the ship's deck. 
The consignee pays no wharfage for his goods if removed within 
seventy-two hours from the end of the working day on which 
they were landed, except in the case of sailing ships in berths 
not appropriated to particular lines or shipowners, goods from 
which have only forty-eight hours. The use of the docks and 
sheds up till tlus time is paid for by tonnage dues on the ship, 
town and dock dues on the goods, paid when they are entered 
at the customs. After the expiration of the seventy-two or 
forty-eight hours, the consignee must pay a special rate tor 
goods not then removed, and the master porter is not bound to 
deliver such goods to him without further payment. 

This system does not affect the legal liability of the ship- 
owner, prior to the delivery of goods to the master porter. The 
liability of the latter is for damage to the goods during his re- 
ceiving them, weighing, and loading them off (t). 



(0 The Emilien Marie (1876), 44 L. J. Adm. 9. 
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C. Practice op the Port of Bristol. 

I. In Loading general Skips. — The quays and sheds of Bristol 
Old Dock, Avonmouth and Portishead, belong to the corporation 
and are worked by a Docks Committee. 

The eoods are handled on the quay at shipper's expense, 
as it is his duty according to the custom of the port t9 bring 
the cargo to the ship's rail, where it is received by the ship; 
the shipowner, therefore, only pays the stevedore for receiving 
it from the rail of the ship and stowing it on board. As a 
matter of convenience, merchants usually either arrange with 
the ship's stevedore or pay the owner 6d. per ton for lifting the 
goods from the wharf to ship's rail. 

At present there are no export dues at this port either on 
ship or cargo. 

II. In Discharging general Ships. — According to the custom of 
the port, the merchant has to receive the cargo from the ship's 
rail, except in cases where it is weighed on deck ; in that case 
the merchant supplies the scales and sends his own men to 
weigh the cargo and receive it from the scales. 

When cargo is weighed alongside the merchant either sends 
his own men to receive it from the ship's rail and to land and 
weigh it, or the ship arranges for the stevedore to land the 
goods, for which the merchants pay 6d. per ton. 

In the case of cargo that has not to be weighed, but has to 
be taken from the ship to truck or shed, this is done by the 
ship's stevedore, and 6^. per ton is paid by the merchant for the 
service. 

With cargoes of grain in bulk, the merchant sends men into 
the hold to bushel the grain ; the ship's stevedore hoists it out 
of the hold to the scales on deck, where his duty ends. 

In case of bag grain from India, it is usual to land the bags 
whole ; the ship hoisting them out of the hold and delivering 
them to the scales or ship's rail, but bagged grain from America 
is usually started in the hold by the merchant's men, and 
brought underneath the hatchway by ship's men, and then 
dealt with in the same way as grain in bulk. 

With cotton seed and valonia cargoes the ship's men have to 
fill into sacks in hold and deliver to scales on deck or ship's rail. 

With deal cargoes, the ship lands them end on with her 
derrick ashore or on raft where merchant's men receive, the 
ship placing one man alongside to turn them over on the land- 
ing men*s shoulders. 

Balk timber is put into the water by the ship's gear, the 
ship's men raft it, providing grass rope for this purpose, mer- 
chants provide dogs. The timber is in charge of ship until 
measured. 

There is no wharfage payable by the ship, but only dock 
dues. 
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Wharfage, town dues, &c., are payable on goods according to 
a scale. 

A question which has been disputed for some time in the port 
of Bristol has just been settled by the case of Taylor, Abrahams 
d Co, T. Budgeti decided at the Bristol Summer Assizes in 1886, 
and reported in the Bristol Mercury of August 3 and 4 of that 
year. In 1881 a trade in grain between India and Bristol arose, 
and from that date till 1886 com merchants at Bristol had 
endeavoured to enforce an alleged custom by which the ship 
was not entitled to deliver her cargo as fast as she could put it 
out, but only at an average rate of 1000 quarters a day, so that 
the merchant detained the ship as many days as there were 
thousands of quarters of wheat in her cargo ; if the ship wished 
to deliver quicker the consignee required that despatch money 
should be paid to him. (;n the question of the existence of 
this custom being brought to trial in 1886, on a charter with 
the clause " to discharge without delay and according to the 
custom of the port," a Bristol jury found that there was a usage 
to that effect, which had not yet become a custom, and the 
judge held that such a custom, if proved, would be unreason- 
able, and therefore bad at law. 



D. Practice of the Port of Glasgow. 

I. In Loading, — All the docks and quays at Glasgow belong 
to and are administered by " The Clyde Navigation Trust." 
They are all tidal docks, and, except in a few berths of 18ft., no 
vessel drawing over about 16 feet can load " always afloat." 

The use of the quays and sheds is paid for by dues on the 
net register tonnage of vessels, paid by their owners, and by 
dues on goods carried, paid by the merchant, either direct to the 
Navigation Trust or through the shipowner, who by shipping 
goods before satisfying himself that the dues are paid, becomes 
liable to the trustees for the dues on all goods carried by his 
steamer. In the case of through rates, and by custom in a few 
trades, the freight includes the dues. 

The goods are carted on to the quay by the shipper, weighed 
at the " weighs " of the trustees to ascertain the dues payable, 
and laid down in the shed by the shipper's carter, where they are 
tallied, measured, and signed for by the ship. The shipowner 
handles them on the quay and loads them. 

Water-borne goods are rarely seen at Glasgow, but if so 
carried the lighter's crane must land them either on the 
steamer's gangway or on the quay, at shipowner's option. The 
trustees take the weight of water-borne goods from the shipper 
without checking it. 

Craneage from the quay is paid by the ship unless otherwise 
arranged. 

II. In Discharging, — Dues inwards on ship and cargo, with 
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exception of grain, are the same as ontward dues. The steamer 
discharges the cargo, and delivers it to the plank-ends, where 
it is received and stowed in the shed by a master porter, em- 
ployed by the shipowner, but paid by the consignee. Where 
required the goods are weighed on the quay by a sworn weigher, 
and then carted by the merchant ; where they are not so 
weighed the goods pass over the trustees' " weighs." All labour 
on the quay, including weighing, is paid for by the merchant. 
Forty-eight hours from the cumpletion of discharge are allowed 
by statute for the consignees to remove goods from the quay ; 
but goods over fifty tons in one consignment are, by a practice 
almost uniform, allowed a longer time, varying with their 
weight, after which quay-rent is charged. 

Delivery overside, which is rarely made, is made to the 
lighter from the steamer's plank-ends. 



B. Practice of the Pobt of Hull. 

I. In Loading, — The carrying trade is almost entirely con- 
fined to regular lines of Hull steamers owned by the Hull 
shippers, or in a few oases by their principals. Sailing ships or 
strange steamers rarely lie on the berth. 

Engagements of goods are understood to be on the printed 
conditions of the special bill of lading used in each trade. 

The greater portion of goods shipped come from inland by 
craft -551 rail. 

or 

(A.) Ooods sent by Land to the Steamer. — If sent by rail the 
railway company send an advice note shortly before the goods 
arrive ; the shipper then sends delivery orders, and the raHway 
company deliver accordingly, the cost of such delivery being 
included in the carriage. 

No document accompanies the goods alongside, and no receipt 
is given by the steamer for the goods prior to shipment ; but to 
auSiorize the loading of the cargo a shipping order is sent down 
to the shipping clerk at the steamer. 

Goods are tallied into the steamer by the shipper when 
shipped, and they are not tallied before. 

The dock company do not accept any responsibility for the 
safety of the goods in any way — ^the dock, quays, and sheds 
being open to the public, and not enclosed as at many other 
ports. Shipowners also repudiate any responsibility for the 
safety of goods lying under the dock company's sheds waiting 
shipment. The ship's responsibility commences when her tackle 
touches the goods. 

Nearly all the goods shipped at Hull are shipped by the 
owners of the steamers as agents for merchants or others, who 
provide their own bills of lading for the particular ports 
required. 
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All goods passing over the dock company's quays both 
inwards and outwards incur wharfage. 

(B.) Goods sent alongside in Graft — The craft proceed along- 
side the steamer, if she is ready, and for goods so loaded no 
wharfage is incurred ; otherwise they are landed from the craft 
in which they have come from inland, and trucked to the loading- 
shed at the carrier's expense ; these goods pay wharfage. 

When goods are shipped the shipping clerk at the steamer 
initials the bills of lading presented to him for that purpose, 
which are then taken to the shippers' or shipowners' office and 
signed. 

Lighters if kept beyond five days incur demurrage at Is, 6(i. 
to 10a. per day. 

(C.) Labour. — The railway companies deliver to dock com- 
pany's sheds all goods, excepting heavy pieces, which latter are 
unladen from the waggons by shippers, who also pay for craning 
same on board the steamer. 

Dock company cranes are then used, and pieces under five 
tons are charged Is, per ton; over five tons a proportionate 
rate. 

The shipowners employ their own men to load the vessel. 

At Hull mates of regular liners do not tally the cargo on 
board ; this is done by shipowner's tallymen. 

In the C€we of sanitary pipes, tubes, pig-iron, &c., the railway 
companies only quote " station to station " rates, and such goods 
have to be unladen from the waggons by shippers. 

II. In Discharging. — Steamers discharge general cargoes in 
the docks of the Hull Dock Company, also the Alexandra Dock 
Company — both private docks — usually in berths specially 
appropriated to them. In all the docks the shipowner is free 
to employ his own stevedores. 

It is held by the shipowners that the ship's responsibility 
ceases when the goods pass the ship's rail; it certainly has 
ceased when they are clear of her tackle. 

As a rule regular liners are discharged by their owner's 
stevedores on to quay, or into lighters, if latter are ready along- 
side on arrival ; otherwise the cargo is landed under dock shed, 
and lies at consignees' risk and expense. The dock company 
allow consignees forty-eight hours for removal of cargo, after 
which time the goods are warehoused, or allowed by special 
arrangement to remain on quay at a rental. 

A large portion of imports, grain, iron, flour, &c., received by 
the railway companies are discharged from the ship into the 
companies' own lighters, which are taken to the Lime Kiln 
Creek or Alexandra Dock and discharged into railway waggons, 
thus saving the charge of wharfage. All goods landed on the 
quay and delivered to railway waggons are so landed and 
delivered at consignee'^ expense. 

The wharfage is always paid by the consignees and never by 
the shipowner. ^ 
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All goods discharged direct from ships into canal boats axe 
exempt from wharfage. 

Grain and Beed are weighed, &c., at the consignee's expense 
by the Hnll Corporation sworn meters, or the dock company's 
meters, or in some cases by the consignees' meters. The weigh- 
ing is generally supervised by shipper's agents, which ensures 
correctness. 

The ship pays the cost of delivery on the scales on deck, and 
the consignee pays the cost of lifting off the scales and putting 
overside. 

Eegular liners commence discharging immediately after 
arrival during legal hours by authority of a " third report," 
or preliminary authority previously obtained from the Custom 
House authorities. 
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The Principal Statutes affecting the Contract of Affreightment. 

17 & 18 Vict. c. 104, 8. 70. — ^Mobtqagbs op Ships (a). 

A MOBTGAGEB shall not by reason of his mortgage be deemed to be the 
owner of a ship or any share therein, nor shall the mortgagor be deemed to 
have ceased to be owner of such mortgaged ship or shaje, except in so far 
as may be necessary for making such ship or share available as a security 
for the mortgage debt. 

18 & 19 Vict. c. 111. — ^BiLLS OP Lading Act. 

Whebbas by the custom of merchants, a bill of lading of goods being 
transferable by endorsement, the property in the goods may thereby pass 
to the endorsee, but nevertheless all rights in respect of the contract con- 
tained in the bill of lading continue in the original shipper or owner, and it 
is expedient that such rights should pass with the property : And whebeab 
it frequently happens that the goods in respect of which biUs of lading pur- 
port to be signed have not been laden on board, and it is proper that such 
bills of lading in the hands of a bond fide holder for value should not be 
questioned by the master or other person signing the same on the ground 
of the goods not having been laden as aforesaid : Be it therefore enacted, 
&c. : — 

1. Every consignee of goods named in a biU of lading, and every indorsee 
of a biU of lading to whom the property in the goods therein mentioned 
shall pass, upon or by reason of such consignment or indorsement, shall 
have transferred to and vested in him all rights of suit, and be subject to 
the same liabilities in respect of such goods, as if the contract contained in 
the bill of lading had been made with himself (6). 

2. Nothing herein contained shall prejudice or affect any right of stoppage 
in transitu, or any right to claim freight ngainst the original shipper or 
owner, or any liability of the consignee or indorsee, by reason or in conse- 
quence of his being such consignee or indorsee, or of his receipt of the goods 
by reason or in consequence of such consignment or indorsement. 

3. Every bill of lading in the hands of a consignee or indorsee for valu- 
able consideration representincj goods to have been shipped on board a vessel 
shall be conclusive evidence of such shipment as against the master or other 
persons signing the same, notwithstanding that such goods or some part 
thereof may not have been so shipped, unless such holder of the bill of 
lading shall have had actual notice at the time of receiving the same that 
the goods had not been in fact laden on board ; Pbovided, that the master, 



(a) Article 17c, ante, p. 32. (b) See Articles 56-59, 75, ante. 
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or other person so Bigning may exonerate himself in respect of such mis- 
representation by showing that it was caused without any default on his 
part, and wholly by the fraud of the shipper, or of the holder, or sozne 
person under whom the holder claims (c). 

24 Vict. c. 10, s. 6. — Admiralty Jueisdiction Act. 

6. The High Court of Admiralty shall have jurisdiction over any claim 
by the owner, or consignee, or assignee of any bill of lading of any goods 
carried into any port in England or Wales in any ship, for damage done to 
the goods or any part thereof by the negligence or misconduct of or for any 
breach of duty or brejich of contract on the part of the owner, master, or 
crew of the ship, unless it is shown to the satisfaction of the Court that at 
the time of the institution of the cause any owner or part owner of the ship 
is domiciled in England or Wales : Pbovided always, that if in any such 
cause the plaintiff do not recover £20, he shall not be entitled to any costs, 
charges, or expenses incurred by him therein, unless the judge shall certify- 
that the cause was a fit one to be tried in the said Court (cQ. 

26 & 26 Vict. c. 63, s. 54. — Limitation op Liability of Shipowneb. 

54. ITie owners of any ship, whether British or foreign shall not, in cases 
where all or any of the following events occur without their actual fault 
or privity, that is to say, 

(1.) Where any loss of life or personal injury is caused to any person 
being carried in such ship ; 

(2.) Where any damage or loss is caused to any goods, merchandise, or 
other things whatsoever on board any such ship ; 

(3.) Where any k>ss of life or personal injury is by reason of the im- 
proper navigation of such ^p as aforesaid caused to any person 
carried in any other ship or boat ; 

(4.) Where any loss or damage is by reason of the improper navigation 
of such ship as aforesaid caused to any other ship or boat, or to 
any goods, merchandise, or other things whatsoever on board any 
other ship or boat ; 

be answerable in damages in respect of loss of life or personal injury, either 
alone or together with loss or damage to ships, boats, goods, merchandise, 
or other things, to an aggregate amount exceeding fifteen pounds for each 
ton of their ship's tonnage, nor in respect of loss or damage to ships, goods, 
merchandise, or other tMngs, whether there be in addition loss of life or 
personal injury or not, to an aggregate amount exceeding eight pounds for 
each ton of the diip's tonnage ; such tonnage to be the registered tonnage 
in the case of sailing ships, and in the case of steam ships the gross tonnage 
without deduction on account of engine-room ; 

In case of any foreign ship which has been or can be measured according 
to British law the Surveyor-General of tonnage in the United Kingdom, 
and the chief measuring officer in any British possession abroad, shall, on 
receiving from, or by direction of, the Court hearing the case, such evidence 
concerning the dimensions of the ship as it may be found practicable to 
furnish, give a certi6cate under his hand, stating what would, in his opinion, 
have been the tonnage of such ship if she had duly measured according to 
British law, and the tonnage so stated in such certificate shall, for the pur- 
pose of this section, be deemed to be the tonnage of such ship. 

(c) See Article 21, ante. (d) See Article 77, ante. 
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26 & 26 Vict. c. 63, s. 66-78. — Delivbbt of Gk)0D8 and Lien fob 

Freight (c). 

66. The following terms used in the sections of this Act hereinafter con- 
tained, shall have the respective meanings hereby assigned to them, if not 
inconsistent with the context or subject-matter ; that is to say, 

The word "report" shall mean the report required by the customs 

laws to be nmde by the master of any importing ship : 
The word " entry ** shall mean the entry required by the customs laws 
to be made for the landing or discharge of goods from an importing 
ship: 
The word '* goods " shall include every description of wares and mer- 
chandise: 
The word "wharf" shall include all wharves, quays, docks, and 
premises in or upon which any goods when landed from ships may 
be lawfully placed : 
The word " warehouse " shall include all warehouses, buildings, and 
premises in which goods when landed from ships may be lawfully 
placed: 
The expression " wharf owner " shall mean the occupier of any wharf, 

as hereinbefore defined : 
The expression " warehouse owner " shall mean the occupier of any 

warehouse, as hereinbefore defined : 
The word "shipowner** shall include the master of the ship, and 
every other person authorized to act as agent for the owner, or 
entitled to receive freight, demurrage, or other charges payable in 
respect of such ship : 
The expression " owner of goods ** shall include every person who is for 
the time being entitled, either as owner or agent for the owner, to 
the possession of the goods, subject in the case of lien, if any, to such 
lien. 
67. Where the owner of any goods imported in any ship from foreign 
parts into the United Kingdom fails to make entry thereof, or having made 
entry thereof to land the same or take delivery thereof, and to proceed 
therewith with all convenient speed, by the times severally hereinafter 
mentioned, the shipowner may make entry of and land or imship the said 
goods at the times, in the manner, and subject to the condition^following ; 
(that is to say), 

1. If a time for the delivery of the goods is expressed in the charter- 

party, bill of lading, or agreement, then at any time after the 
time so expressed. 

2. If no time for the delivery of the goods is expressed in the charter- 

party, bill of lading, or agreement, then at any time after the ex- 
piration of seventy-two hours, exclusive of a Sunday or holiday, 
after the report of the ship. 

3. If any wharf or warehouse is named in the charterparty, bill of 

lading, or agreement, as the wharf or warehouse where the goods 
are to be placed, and if they can be conveniently there received, 
the shipowner in landing them by virtue of this enactment shall 
cause them to be placed on such wharf or in such warehouse. 

4. In other cases the shipowner in landing goods by virtue of this 

enactment shall place them in or on some wharf or warehouse, on 
or in which goods of a like nature are usually placed ; such wharf 



(e) See Articles 126, 127, ante^ and Appendix II. ; unloading in London. 
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or warehouse being, if the goods are dutiable, a wharf or ware- 
house duly approved by the commissioners of customs for the 
landing of dutiable goods. 

5. If at any time before the goods are landed or unshipped, the owner 

of the goods is ready and offers to land or take delivery of ihe 
same, he shall be allowed so to do, and his entry shall in sucfai 
case be preferred to any entry which may have been made by the 
shipowner. 

6. If any goods are, for the purpose of convenience in assorting the 

same, landed at the wharf where the ship is discharged, and the 
owner of the goods at the time of such landing has made entry, 
and is ready and offers to take delivery thereof, and to convey the 
same to some other wharf or warehouse, such goods shall be 
assorted at landing, and shall, if demanded, be delivered to the 
owner thereof within twenty-four hours after assortment ; and 
the expense of and consequent on such landing and assortment 
shall be borne by the shipowner. 

7. If at any time before the goods are landed or unshipped, the owner 

thereof has made entry for the landing and warehousing thereof 
at any particular wharf or warehouse other than that at which 
the ship is discharging, and has offered and been ready to take 
delivery thereof, and the shipowner has failed to make such 
delivery, and has also failed at the time of such offer to give the 
owner of the goods correct information of the time at which such 
goods can be delivered, then the shipowner shall, before landing 
or unshipping such goods under the power hereby given to him, 
give to the owner of the goods or of such wharf or warehouse as 
last aforesaid twenty-four hours' notice in writing of his readiness 
to deliver the goods, and shall, if he lands or imships the same 
without such notice, do so at his own risk and expense. 

68. If at the time when any goods are landed from any ship, and placed 
in the custody of any person as a wharf or warehouse owner, the shipowner 
gives to the wharf or warehouse owner notice in writing that the goods are 
to remain subject to a lien for freight or other charges payable to the ship- 
owner to an amount to be mentioned in such notice, the goods so landed 
shall, in the hands of the wharf or warehouse owner, continue liable to 
the same lien, if any, for such charges as they were subject to before the 
landing thereof; and the wharf or warehouse owner receiving such goods 
shall retain them until the lien is discharged as thereinafter mentioned, 
and shall, if he fails so to do, make good to the shipowner any loss thereby 
occasioned to him. 

69. Upon the production to the wharf or warehouse owner of a receipt 
for the amount claimed as due, and delivery to the wharf or warehouse 
owner of a copy thereof, or of a release of freight from the shipowner, the 
said lien shall be discharged. 

70. The owner of the goods may deposit with the wharf or warehouse 
owner, a sum of money equal in amoimt to the simi so claimed as afore- 
said by the shipowner, aud thereupon the lien shall be discharged ; but 
without prejudice to any other remedy which the shipowner may have for 
the recovery of the freight. 

71. If such deposit as aforesaid is made with the wharf or warehouse 
owner and the person making the same does not within fifteen days after 
making it give to the wharf or warehouse owner notice in writing to retain 
it, stating in such notice the sum, if any, which he admits to be payable to 
the shipowner, or, as the case may be, that he does not admit any sum to 
be so payable, the wharf or warehouise owner may, at the expiration of such 
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fifteen days, pay the sum so deposited over to the shipowner, and shall by 
such payment be discharged from all liability in respect thereof. 

72. If such deposit as aforesaid is made with the wharf or warehouse 
owner, and the person making the same does within fifteen days after 
making it give to the wharf or warehouse owner such notice in writing as 
aforesaid, the wharf or warehouse owner shall immediately apprize the 
shipowner of such notice, and shall pay or tender to him out of the sum 
deposited the sum, if any, admitted by such notice to be payable, and shall 
retain the remainder or balance, or, if no sum is admitted to be payable, the 
whole of the smn deposited, for thirty days from the date of the said notice ; 
and at the expiration of such thirty days, imless legal proceedings have in 
the meantime been instituted by the shipowner against the owner of the 
goods to recover the said balance or sum or otherwise for the settlement of 
any disputes which may have arisen between them concerning such freight 
or other charges as aforesaid, and notice in writing of such proceedings have 
been served on him, the wharf or warehouse owner shall pay the said 
balance or sum over to the owner of the goods, and shall by such payment 
be discharged from all liability in respect thereof. 

73. If the lien is not discharged, and no deposit is made as hereinbefore 
mentioned, the wharf or warehouse owner may, and, if required by the ship- 
owner, shall at the expiration of ninety days from the time when the goods 
were placed in his custody, or, if the goods are of a perishable nature, at 
such earlier period as he in his discretion thinks fit, sell by public auction, 
either for home use or exportation, the said goods or so much thereof as may 
be necessary to satisfy the chaises hereinafter mentioned. 

74. Before making such sale the wharf or warehouse owner shall give 
notice thereof by advertisement in two newspapers circulating in the neigh- 
boiu'hood, or in one daily newspaper published in London and in one local 
newspaper, and also, if the address of the owner of the goods has been stated 
on the manifest of the cargo, or on any of the documents which have come 
into the possession of the wharf or warehouse owner, or is otherwise known 
to him, give notice of the sale to the owner of the goods by letter sent by 
the post ; but the title of a hond fide purchaser of such goods shall not be 
invalidated by reason of the omission to send notice as hereinbefore men- 
tioned, nor shall any such purchaser be bound to inquire whether such 
notice has been sent. 

75. In every case of any such sale as aforesaid the wharf or warehouse 
owner shall apply the moneys received from the sale as follows, and in the 
following order : 

(1.) If the 'goods are sold for home use in payment of any customs or 
excise duties owing in respect thereof : 

(2.) In payment of the expenses of the sale : 

(3.) In the absence of any agreement between the wharf or warehouse 
owner and the shipowner concerning the priority of their respec- 
tive charges, in payment of the rent, rates, and other charges due 
to the wharf or warehouse owner in respect of the said goods : 

(4.) In payment of the amount claimed by the shipowner as due for 
freight or other charges in respect of the said goods : 

(5.) But in case of any agreement between the wharf or warehouse owner 
and the shipowner concerning the priority of their respective 
charges, then such charges shall have priority according to the 
terms of such agreement : 
and the surplus, if any, shall be paid to the owner of the goods. 

76. Whenever goods are placed in the custody of a wharf or warehouse 
owner imder the authority of this Act, the said wharf or warehouse owner 
shall be entitled to rent in respect of the same, and shall also hare power 

U 
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from time to time, at the expense of the owner of the goods, to do all sach 
reasonable acts as in the judgment of the said wharf or warehouse owner are 
necessary for the proper custody and preservation of the said goods, and 
shall have a lien on the said goods for the said rent and expenses. 

77. Nothing in this Act contained shall compel any wharf or warehouse 
owner to take charge of any goods which he would not be liable to take 
charge of if this Act had not passed ; nor shall he be boimd to see to the 
validity of any lien claimed by any shipowner under this Act. 

78. If othing in the Act contained shall take away or abridge any powers 
given by any local Act to any harbour trust, body corporate, or persons 
whereby they are enabled to expedite the discharge of ships or the landing 
or delivery of goods, nor shaU anything in this Act contained take away or 
diminish any rights or remedies given to any shipowner or wharf or ware- 
house owner by any local Act. 

33 A 34 Vict. c. 97, m. 15, 56, 66-68. — Stamps on Charterparties and 

Bills of Lading (a). 

15. (1.)— Except where express provimon to the contrary is made by 
this or any other Act, any imstamped or insufficiently stamped instrument 
may be stamped after the execution thereof, on payment of the unpaid 
duty and a penalty of ten pounds, and also by way of further penalty, 
where the unpaid duty exceeds ten poimds, of interest on such duty, at the 
rate of five pounds per centum per annum from the day upon which the 
instrument was first executed up to the time when such interest is equal 
in amount to the unpaid duty. 

And the payment of any penalty or penalties is to be denoted on the 
instrument by a particular stamp. 
(2.) Provided as follows : 

(a.) Any unstamped or insufficiently stamped instrument which has 
been first executed at any place out of the United Kingdom, 
may be stamped, at any time within two months after it has 
been first received in the United Kingdom, on payment of 
the impaid duty only : 
(Jb,) The Commissioners may, if they think fit, at any time within 
twelve months after the first execution of any instrument, 
remit the penalty or penalties or any part thereof. 
56. (1). — ^A bill of lading is not to be stamp^ after the execution 
thereof. 

(2.) Every person who makes or executes any bill of lading not duly 
stamped shall forfeit the sum of fifty poimds. 

66. The duty upon an instrument chargeable with duty as a charter- 
party may be denoted by an adhesive stamp, which is to be cancelled by 
the person by whom the instrument is last executed, or by whose execution 
it is completed as a binding contract. 

67. Where any document chargeable with duty as a charterparty and 
not being duly stamped, is first executed out of the United Kingdom, any 
party thereto may within ten days after it has been first received in the 
United Kingdom, and before it has been executed by any person in the 
United Kingdom, affix thereto an adhesive stamp denoting the duty 
chargeable thereon, and at the same time cancel such adhesive stamp, and 
the instrument with an adhesive stamp thereon so affixed and cancelled 
shall be deemed duly stamped. 



(a) See Article 1, ante. 
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68. An executed instrument chargeable with duty as a chart^rparty, 
and not being duly stamped, may be stamped with an impressed stamp 
upon the following^erms : that is to say, 

(1.) Within seven days after the first execution thereof on payment of 

the duty and a penalty of four shillings and sixpence ; 
(2.) After seven days but within one month after the first execution 
thereof, on payment of the duty and a penalty of ten pounds ; 
and shall not in any other case be stamped with an impressed stamp. 



Schedule, 

Ghabtebfabty, or any agreement or contract for the charter 
of any ship or vessel or any memorandum, letter, or other writing 
between the captain, master, or owner of any ship or vessel and 
any other person, for or relating to the freight or conveyance of 
any money, goods or effects on board of such ship or vessel .. Sixpence 

Bill op Lading of or for any goods, merchandise, or effects 
to be exported or carried coastwise .. .. .. .. Sixpence 



36 & 37 Vict. c. 86, ss. 2Z-21 ,■— Dangerous Goods (6). 

23. If any person sends or attempts to send by, or not being the master 
or owner of the vessel carries or attempts to carry in any vessel, British 
or foreign, any dangerous goods; (that is to say), aquafortis, vitriol, 
naphtha, benzine, gunpowder, lucifer matches, nitro-glycerine, petroleum, or 
any other goods of a dangerous nature, without distinctly marking their 
nature on the outside of the package containing the same, and giving 
written notice of the nature of such goods and of the name and address of 
the sender or carrier thereof to the master or owner of the vessel at or 
before the time of sending the same to be shipped or taking the same on 
board the vessel, he shall for every such offence incur a penalty not 
exceeding one hundred pounds : Provided that if such person show that he 
was merely an agent in the shipment of any such goods as aforesaid, and 
was not aware and did not suspect and had no reason to suspect that the 
goods shipped by him were of a dangerous nature, the penalty which he 
incurs shall not exceed ten pounds. 

24. If any person knowingly sends or attempts to send by, or carries 
or attempts to carry in any vessel, British or foreign, any dangerous 
goods, or goods of a dangerous nature, under a false description, or falsely 
describes the sender or carrier thereof, he shall incur a penalty not exceeding 
£500. 

25. The master or owner of any vessel, British or foreign, may refuse to 
take on board any package or parcel which he suspects to contain goods of 
a danjrerous nature, and may require it to be opened to ascertain the fact. 

26. Where any dangerous goods as defined in this Act, or any goods 
which in the judgment of the master or owner of the vessel are of a 
dangerous nature, have been sent or brought aboard any vessel, British or 
foreign, without being marked as aforesaid, or without such notice being 
given as aforesaid, the master or owner of the vessel may cause such goods 
to be thrown overboard together with any package or receptacle in which 
they are contained ; and neither the master nor the owner of the vessel 



(6) Article 31, ante^ p. 65. 
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shall, in respect of such throwing overboard, be subject to any liabilitj, 
civil or criminal, in any Court 

27. Where any dangerous goods have been sent or carried or attempted 
to be sent or carried, on board any vessel, British or foreign, without being 
marked as aforesaid, or without any such notice having been given as 
aforesaid, and where any such goods having been sent or carried, or 
attempted to be sent or carried, under a false description, or the sender or 
carrier thereof has been falsely described, it shall be lawful for any court 
having Admiralty jurisdiction to declare such goods, and any package or 
receptacle in which they are contained, to be, and they shall thereupon be, 
forfeited, and when forfeited shall be disposed of as the Court directs. 

The Court shall have and may exercise the aforesaid powers of forfeiture 
and disposal, notwithstanding that the owner of the goods have not com- 
mitted any offence under the provisions of this Act relating to dangerous 
goods, and be not before the court, and have not notice of the proceedings, 
and notwithstanding that there be no evidence to show to whom the goods 
belong ; nevertheless the Court may, in its discretion, require such notice as 
it may direct to be given to the owner or shipper of the goods before the 
same are forfeited. 

See also sect 28. 17 & 18 Vict c. 104, s. 329, and 25 & 26 Vict c. 63, 
s. 38, the previous statutes on the subject, are repealed by 36 & 37 Vict 
c. 85, s. 33. 

See alHO 38 & 39 Vict. c. 17, ss. 33, 34, 36, 39, 43 ; the provimons of 
which are too lengthy and special to justify their insertion here. 

39 <fc 40 Vict. c. 80, $. Se.—Managing Owner (c). 

36. The name and address of the managing owner for the time being of 
every British ship, registered at any port or plax^e in the United Kingdom, 
shall be registered at the custom-house of the ship's port of registry. 

Where there is not a managing owner, there shall be so registered the 
name of the 8hip*s husband or other person to whom the management of 
the ship is intrusted by or on behalf of the owner ; and any person whose 
name is so registered shall, for the purposes of the Merchant Shipping Acts, 
1854 to 1876, be imder the same obligations and subject to the same liabi- 
lities as if he were the managing owner. K default is made in complying 
with this section, the owner shall be liable ; or if there be more owners than 
one, each owner shall be liable in proportion to his interest in the ship, to 
a penalty not exceeding in the whole £100 each time the ship leaves any 
port in the United Kingdom. 

40 <fc 41 Vid. c. 39, 8. 6 (Factor^ Act, 1877) (d). 

Where any document of title to goods has been lawfully indorsed or 
otherwise transferred to any person as a vendee or owner of itie goods, and 
such person transfers such document by indorsement (or by delivery where 
the document is by custom, or by its express terms transferable by delivery, 
or makes the goods deliverable to the bearer), to a person who takes the 
same bona fide and for valuahle consideration, the last-mentioned transfer 
shall have the same effect for defeatino; any vendor's lien or right of stop- 
page in trcmsitu as the transfer of a bill of lading has for defeating the 
right of stoppage in transitu. 



(c) Article 16a, ante, (d) See Article 67, note, ante. 
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Oenerdl Average, 

(A.) YoBK-AlTTWBBP BULES (a). 

I. No jettison of deck cargo shall be made good as general average. 
Every structure not built in with the frame of the vessel shall be considered 
to be a part of the deck of the vessel. 

U. Damage done to goods or merchandise by water which unavoidably 
goes down a ship*s hatches opened, or other opening made for the purpose 
of making a jettison, shall be made good as general average, in case the loss 
by jettison is so made good. 

Damage done by breakage and chafing, or otherwise from derangement of 
stowase consequent uTX)n a jettison, shall be made good as general average, 
in case the loss by jettison is so made good. 

III. Damage done to a ship and cargo, or either of them, by water or 
otherwise, in extinguishing a fire on board the ship, shall be genend average, 
except that no compensation be made for damage done by water to packages 
which have been on fire. 

IV. Loss or damage caused by cutting away the wreck or remains of 
spars, or of other things which have previously been carried away by sea- 
peril, shall not be made good as generid average. 

Y. When a ship is intentionally run on shore because she is sinking or 
driving on shore or rocks, no damage caused to the ship, the cargo, and the 
freight, or any or either of them, by such intentional running on shore, shall 
be good as general average. 

YI. Damage occasioned to a ship or cargo by carrying a press of sail shall 
not be made good as general average. 

VII. When a ship shall have entered a port of refuge under such circimi- 
stances that the expenses of entering the port are admissible as general 
average, and when she shall have sailed thence with her original cargo, or 
part of it, the corresponding expenses of leaving such port shall likewise be 
admitted as general average ; and whenever the cost of discharging cargo 
at such port is admissible as general average, the cost of reloading and 
stowing such cargo on board the said ship, together with all storage charges 
on such cargo, sludl likewise be so admitted. 

VIII. When a ship shall have entered a port of refuge imder the circum- 
stances defined in Rule VII., the wages and cost of maintenance of the 
master and mariners, from the time of entering such port imtil the ship 
shall have been made ready to proceed upon her voyage, shall be made good 
as general average. 

(a) See Article 120. 
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IX. Damac;e done to cargo by discharging it at a port of refuge shall not 
be admissible as general average, in case such cargo shall have been dis- 
charged at the place, and in the manner, customary at that port with ships 
not in distress. 

X. The contribution to a general average shall be made upon the actual 
values of the property at the termination of the adventure, to which shall 
be added the amount made good as general average for property sacrificed ; 
deduction being made from the shipowner's freight and passage-money at 
risk, of such port charges and crew's wages as would not have incurred had 
the ship and cargo been totally lost at the date of the general average act 
or sacrifice ; deduction being also made from the value of the property of aU 
charges incurred in respect thereof subsequently to the arising of the claim 
to general average. 

XI. In every case in which a sacrifice of cargo is made good as general 
average, the loss of freight (if any) which is caused by such loss of cargo 
shall likewise be so made good. 

XII. The value to be allowed for goods sacrificed shall be that value 
which the owner would have received if such goods had not been sacri- 
ficed. 

(B.) Besolutionb of the Association of Average Adjusters, as to 
Port of Befuge Expenses, passed in July, 1885 (5). 

1. '* That in the opinion of this meeting it is desirable that adjustments 
should be drawn up in conformity with the following rules : — 

2. " That when a ship puts into a port of refuge for the purpose of 
repairing damage which is itself the subject of general average, the outward 
as well as the inward port charges, and the warehouse rent and reloading 
of the cargo, equally with the discharging, shall be treated as general 
average. 

3. "That when a ship puts into a port of refuge for the purpose of 
repairing damage which is itself the subject of particular average, the 
inward port charges and the cost of discharging the cargo shall be general 
averao;e, the warehouse rent of cargo shall be a particular charge on cargo, 
and the cost of reloading and outward port charges shall be a particular 
charge on freight. 

4. " That no distinction is drawn in practice between discharging cargo 
for its own safety, or for the safety of the ship, and for the purpose of 
effecting repairs necessary for the prosecution of the voyage. 

5. "That when the cargo is cfischarged for the purpose of repairing, 
reconditioning, or diminishing damage to ship or cargo which is itself the 
subject of general average, the cost of storage on it and of reloading it shall 
be treated as general average, equally with the cost of discharging it." 

6. " That damage necessarily done to cargo by discharging, storing, and 
reloading it, is treated as general average, when, and only when, the cost of 
those measures respectively is so treated.'* 



(6) See Article 116, ante. 



INDEX. 



A 1, meaning of in charter, 52 

Abandonment of ship, and pro rata freight, 230 

AooiDENT preventing loading, meaning of, 84 

ACT OP GOD, 

historical ori^n of exception, 148, 149 

meaning of, 155 

relation of, to perils of the sea, 155, 159 

carrier not liable for, 145 

charterer not liable for loss of a ship by, 5 

Adjustment of general average contribution, when and where made, 197, 198 

Admibaltt Ootjbt, who can sne in, and when, 142-144 
payment of freight into, when good, 239 

Admiralty Jubisdiotion Act, effect of indorsement of bill of lading under , 
142, 143 

Advance Fbeight : See Freight. 

Advances to ship, whether freight or loan, 222, 223, 238 

AFFREIGHTMENT. CONTRACT OF, ' 
definition of, 1 
parties to, 21-48 
when contained in charter, 1 
when contained in bill of lading, 1, 2, 6, 34, 114 
in charter and bill of lading conbined, 2, 33, 39, 40 
in through bill of lading, 46-48 
effect of indorsement of bill of lading on, 116, 140 
contained in cards, bills, representations by carrier's agent, 6 
construction of, 9-20 
by what law construed, 11 
illegality of by English law^ 7, 8 
illegality of by foreign law, 7, 8 
owner adopting must adopt all terms of, 44 
representations and undertakings in, 49-66 
conditions precedent in, 49-55 
conditions implied in, 55-66 
effect of delay in performance of, 61-65 
effect of deviation on, 177-179 
effect of unseaworthiness on, 56-60 
carrier's liability under, 145 
effect of excepted perils in, 149-154, 168 
exceptions in, how construed,. 153, 168 
who can sue for breach of, 142-144, 169 
who can be sued for breach of, 170 
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AFFREIGHTMENT. CONTRACT OP— oon^tntiedL 
who can sue on in Admiralty Court, 142-144 
damages for breach of, 254-261 
and tee Bill of Lading — Chabteb. 

Afloat, always, 73, 74 

AGENT. 

when principal bound by, 24 

when persoiudly liable, 25-27 

effect of cesser clause on his personal liability, 26. 27 

wlien estopped from denying his liability, 25 

clasties of, for shipowner, 28 

for undisclosed principal, 22-24, 27 

for Cro^n, 27 

for charterer, position of when holder of bill of lading, 33 

effect of signature of without qualification, 25 

for merchants, as, effect of signature, 17, 21 

for charterer, effect of signature as, 25 

for shipowner, may lend on bottomry, 186 

Alon(Side, cargo to be brought, 87 

Alterations in contract, effect of, 20 

Always afloat, 73, 74 

Ambiguttt in contract, how construed, 10, 16 
when construed by custom, 16 

Anchor in the port, now at, 55 

Arrests and restraints of princes, rulers, and peoples, 156-158 

Arrest of goods on voyage, effect of on freight, 230 

Arrival at Liverpool, 17 

Assignee, bare, of bill of lading, in Admiralty Jurisdiction Aot, 143, 144 
cannot sue in Admiralty Court, 143, 144 

Assignment of freight, effect of, 242 
who can sue on, 242 
effect of notice of, 242 
to be earned, good, 242 

Assist vessels in all situations, leave to, 177, 178 

Assortment, goo )s landed for, position of by statute, 206 

At all times of the tide and always afloat, 73, 74 

At merchant's bisk. 168, 190 

At ship's bisk, see Addefnda 

Attachment of goods, how affected by stoppage in tromsitu, 127 

Authobities, orders of, effect of on clauses as to lay days, 212 

AVERAGE, GENERAL, 

what is, 187. 188 
conditions of, 188 
9acrifiGe6<, classes of, 189 

jettison of cargo, 189 

deck cargo, 189 

pouring water on cargo, 191 

burning cargo as fuel, 191 

sacrifices of ship and tackle, 192 

sacrifice of freight. 193 
expenditures, classes of, 189, 193 

on ship, 193 

in port of refuge, 194, 195 
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AVEBAGE, GENEBAU-^oon/tntieei. 
expenditures, cIombs of — continued. 

warehousiDg cargo in port of refuge, 194 
unloading and reloading cargo in port of refuge^ 194 
pilotage and port dues in port of refuge, 195 

Eractice of adjusters as to port of refuge expenses, 294 
en for, 195 
■ captain's duty to collect, 195 

„ refusal to give materials for calculating, breach of duty by, 
143,196 
how paid by cargo owners, 195, 196 
bond, nature of, 196 
who can sue for, 196, 197 
who are liable for, 197 
how adjusted, 197, lw8 

if any, to be adjusted according to British custom, 197 
York-Antwerp rules as to, 198, 293 

AvEBAGE, PETTY, meaning of, 221 

Back freight : See Freight. 

Ballast, shipowner to supply, 58, 93 
may be freight paying goods, 93 

Bank, bill of lading presented through, 120 

Bankruptcy preventinj: supply of cargo, 84 

what is, to give rise to stoppage in transitu, 125, 126 

Babbatry, not a peril of the sea, 160 
of captain ana crew, 165 

Bearer, indorsement of bill of lading to, 115 

BILL OF LADING, 

forms of. Appendix 1^63-266 

definition of, 1, 2, 5, 7 

stamps necessary for, Appendix III., 290, 291 

as evidence of contract of affreightment, 1, 2, 5, 6 

when signed, 2 

how dUed up and signed in London, Appendix IL, 273 

by wliom signed, 5, 114 

authority of master ir broker to sign, 41-46 

modem practice as to, 6, 7, 114 

printed forms of, 6, 19, 20, 41, 42 

statutory liability of person bigning, 46 

effect of signature of, 114 

where there is a charter, 2, 33-39 

differing from or contradicting charter, 34, 38 

differing from charter, indorsee of, 38 

when charter is incorporated in, 2, 38-40 

where there is a charter, whom holder can sue, 36, 240 

I arties to, 33-39 

when agent personally liable on, 25 

position of holder of, when there is a charter, 33-39 

position of holder of, when agent for i -harterer, 83 

shipper under, who ia not charterer, 36-38 

captain's authority to sign, where there is a charter, 43-45, 239-241 

„ „ where there is no charter, 43 

beyond authority of master, effect of, 44 
as'presented by charterers, master to sign, 87, 39, 45, 240 
at any rate of freight, master to sign, 37, 89, 45 
construction of, 9, 10 
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BILL OF LADING— con«tnticd. 
ooDBtrnotioD, by what law, 11 
illegality of contract in, 7, 8 
constniction of by cuBtoms, 15-19 

stipulations as to loading or unloading in, how construed, 89 
conditions precedent in, 50 

repudiation of contract in, fbr breach'of conditions precedent, 50 
conditions implied in, 55 
seaworthiness under, 56-58 
exceptions as to seaworthiness in, 60 
reasonable despatch under, 61-65 
delay or deviation under, 65, 177 
given to holder of mate's receipt, 97 ; Appendix II., 273 
may be given without mate's receipt, 97 
stamps on, effect ot 7, 115 
contents of, when binding on shipper, 6, 7 
primd facie evidence that goods were shipped, 42 
burden of disproving lies on shipowner, 42 
when conclusive evidenee by statute, and of what and between whom, 

46 
two for same goods, 42 
signed for goods not shipped, 41-43 
effect of description of goods in, 99 
inaccuracies in, effect of in unloading, 204 
statements as to goods in, effect of on freight, 229 
carrier's liability under, 145 

commencement of ship's liability under, 97, 98, and Addenda 
and excepted perils, 150-154, 169 
list of exceptions in, 152-154 
exceptions in, how construed, 153 
and policies of insurance, different construction of, 153 
burden of proof, where goods lost or damaged,' 169 
and general average, 188 

holder of, has right to delivery of goods, 203, 204 
when shipowner may safely deliver to first person presenting, 118, 203 
delivery of goods to other tiian holder of, 203 
when holder of, does not claim delivery, 204, 205 
and delivery (oder, 129, 130 

parties to, when liable for demurrage in charter, 40, 216 
who are liable for demurrage on, 217 
person taking delivery under, liable for demurrage in, 217 
indorsee of, uable for demurrage in, 217 
freight under, 222, 236 

persons takine delivery under, their liability to freight, 238, 246 
indorsee of, when liable for freight, 246 
lien on, to broker or shipping agent, 253 

holder of, when liable to lien for charterparty freight, 40, 250, 251 
consignee, named in, position of^ 142, 143, 245, 250 
consignee, not named in, position of, 142, 143 

See Bill of Lading, Indobsement of ; Bill of Lading Act ; Bill of 
Lading, thbough. 

BILL OP LADING, INDORSEMENT OF, 
effects of; 2, 116 
kinds of, 115 
how effected, 115 

after wrongful delivery of goods, 116 
when it transfers property absolutely, 116, 117 

conditionally, 117, 118, 119-123 
when it does not transfer property at all, 117, 138, 139 
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BILL OP LADING. INDORSEMENT OP— cofrftnued. 
actiDg as a mortgage, 117, 137 
acting as a pledge, 117, 137 
jus disponendi, reservation of, 118, 119 
conditional, 118, 119-123 
to bank, with bill of exchange, 119-123 
conditional, vendee under, 120 

, vendee cannot require all parts of, 120 
effect of, on stoppage in transitu, 128, 129 
and suits under Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 141-144 
to bare assignee, his rights, 142 
second, effect of, on contract, 140 
and liability for demurrage, 217, 218 
and liabUity for freight, 246, 247 
and liens for freight in charter, 250 
restrictive indorsement, when affecting captain, 7 

BILLS OP LADING ACT, 116, 139-141 

BILL OP LADING, THROUGH, 

nature of, 46-48 

whom contract in is with, 47 

freight on, how payable, 47 

modem practice as to, 47, 48 

and subordinate bills of lading, 115 

Bill of Exchangb, and conditional indorsement of bills of lading, 119-123 

Payment by, and stoppage in traimtUf 124 
olders of, d^wn against cargo have no lien on cargo, 252 

Blank, indorsement of bill of lading in, 115 

Blockade, effect on contract by English Law, 9, 62 
effect by International Law, 9 
is an arrest of princes, 156 
breaking, when barratry, 165 
justifies delay or deviation, 178-180 

BOTTOMRY, 

captain's power to, 172, 173, 185 

what is necessity for, 185, 186 

there must be maritime risk in, 185 

must not be an advance on personal credit, 185 

amount of, 186 

communication with owners as to, 175, 176, 187 

what can be pledged in, 185, 186 

loss of cargo under, 185 

agent of shipowner may lend on, 1 86 

obligee of bond, payment of freight to, good, 239 

Bbeach of Duty, by master, under Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, what is, 143 
Bbk^lkaob, exception of, 163 
Breakdown of Machineby, 152 
Broken Stowage, 91 

BROKER, 

position of as agent of shipowner, 28, 29 

his work with regard to ship, 29, 30 

classes of, 29, 30 

when a party to charter, 25, 29 

his representations, part of contract, 6, 49 

power of captain to employ, 31 
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BBOKEB--0Ofi<tnii«c2. 

authority to sign bill of ladiDg, 41-46, 114 
statatory liability of, signing bill of lading, 46 
payment of freight to, 29, 2H8, 239 
his lien on bill of lading, 253 

Bbibiol, pnrtioe of: See Appendix IL, 280, 281 

BuBDEH or Pboov, when goods are damaged or lost, 169 

BuBDEH, Shii^s, when condition precedent, 53 

G. F. I.=a price eorering cost, freight, and insniance ; the opposite of F. O.B. ; 
which see. 

CABnra, charterer's right to carry passengers in, 90 

CANCXLLiHa Clause, 54, 152 

Capable or beino Coyebed bt Iebubanob, Damage, 152 

Cafacitt of Ship, when condition precedent, 52, 53 
statements as to, effect of^ 90, 91 

CAPTAIN, 

position of, abroad, effect of telegraph on, 30, 31 
power to effect or vary charters, 28, 30 
power to employ broker, 31 
power to settle aoooimts abroad, 31 
ordinary authority of, 44, 45 
authority to sign bill of lading, 41-45 

when there is a charter, 43-45, 240 

when there is no charter, 43 
signing bills of lading for goods not on board, 41, 42 
signing second bill for same goods, 42 
bUl of lading beyond his authority, 44 
signing bill of lading, statutory liability of, 46 
signing bill of lading as agent for whom, 240 
position under charter not a demise, 3 
position under demise charter, 2 
bound to stow skilfully, 94 
barratry of, 165 

negligence of, exception of, 166 
when can be sued for damage to goods, 170 
breach of duty, within Admiralty Act, what is, 143 
his authority on voyage, 172-174 
authority conferred by fiAupment, 11, 173 
when agent for shipowner, 172-176 
when agent for cargo-owner, 173-176 
when agent for charterer, 172 
necessity as ground for his authority, 174 
when should communicate with owners before acting, 175 
when should use telegraph, 176 
when may delay or deviate on voyage, 178, 179 
duty to take care of goods on voyage, 180, 181 
power to sell damaged cargo, 181 
power to tranship, 182-184 
power to raise money on cargo, 184, 185 
power of bottomry, 185-187 

Sower of jettison, 187 
nty to collect general average from cargo, 195 
lien for general average, 195 

bound to furnish particulars of general average to cargo-owners, 196 
not bound to collect salvage from cargo, 198, 
his duty in unloading, 201-204 
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CAPTAIN— «ofi«tntt«J. 

duty on receiviug notice of stoppage in tra/nsittk, 137 

when affected by restrictive indorsement, 7 

his duty to deliver, 202-203 

and cunflictiDg claims for goods, 203 

not bound to unload, unices to bill of lading, 204 

position of, if no bill of lading produced, 203. 204 

when may land and warehouse goods, 204-206 

retains his lien by warehousing, 204-206 

his position, if consignee does not take goods, 204-206, 225 

his position, if he cannot land goods, 204, 225 

when may refuse delivery of goods, 204, 236 

cannot sue for demurrage, 218 

his authority to receive freight, 238 

effect of payment of freight to, 238 

effect of payment of freight to before it is due, 238 

when freight payable to, 238 

when can sue on contract implied from delivery of goods, 238 

cannot retain freight as against shipowners, 238 

how may waive lien for freight, 251 

how may enforce lien for freight, 251, 252 

in case of breach of contract, must seek other employment, 256 

Captain to sign bills of Lading at ant Bate or Fbeight, 37, 39, 45, 
240 

Captubb and Seizube, 157, 158 
deviation to avoid, 179 

OABGO, 

charterer's duty to provide, 83-87 

fiedlure of charterer to provide, 84 

non-existence of, effect on charter, 84 

causes preventing transmission of the port of loading, 84 

causes preventing loading of, 84 

tendered must reasonably comply with charter, 85 

short supplv of, 84-86, 212 

to be brought alongside, 87 

full and complete, 90 

where to be loaded, 92 

marks on, errors in, 98, 152 

shipowner to stow properly, 92-94 

not shipped, bill of lading signed for, 41, 42 

captain's duty to take care of on voyage, 180, 181 

lien for expenses in preserving, 181 

captain's power to sell damaged, 181 

transhipment of, 182-184 

captain s power to raise money on, 184 

captain's power to sell to raise money, 184 

and bottomry, 185-187 

pledged without authority, 185-187 

what can be bottomried, 185 

loss of, when bottomried, 185 

jettison of, 187 

and general average,-188-191 ; Appendix lY., 293, 294 

general average sacrifice of, 189 

damaged by water to extinguish fire, 191 

burnt as fuel, 191 

warehousing of, and general average, 194 

unloading and reloading in port of refuge, 194, 195, and Appendix lY., 294 

when liable for salvage, 198, 199 
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CAROO— oofi<tnff«(i. 

liable for life salyage, 198 

fihipowner's lien on for tnlrage ezpenditnie, 181, 199 

only liable for freight, in case of collision, 199 

not liable for damage, in case of collision, 199 

charterer's duty to provide for discharge o!^ 201 

not taken by consignee at port of discharge, 204, 205, 225 

landed for assortment, 206 ; Appendix II., 276 

entered for overside delivery, 206 ; Appendix XL, 275 

damaged, claims for, when made, 152, 208 

damaged, freight for, 228 

if lost, when freight payable for, 219, 223 

shrinking or swdling, freight for, 234 

belonging to shipowner, freight for, 233 

on ship's account, no lien on for freight, 252 

lien for freight, 248-252 

no lien as to holders of bill of exchange drawn against it, 252 

damages to, how assessed, 254-256 

profits on, when included in damages, 255 

damages to charterer failing to load, 256-261 

Cargo, Deck, 92 

and general average, 189 
See DsoK Gabgo. 

OABGO-OWNBB, 

captain's duty to, 173 

captain's power to bind, 173 

when captain is agent for, 173, 175 

when captain should communicate with, 175 

and deviation or delay on voyage, 177-179 

and transhipment, 183 

and cargo sold to raise money, 184 

and cargo pledged without authority, 185-187 

and jettison, 187 

captain must furnish particulars of general average to, 196 

and general average, 187-189, 195-197 

when he can sue for general average, 197 

has no lien on ship for general average, 197 

when liable for general average, 197 

when liable for ^vage, 198-199 

when whom he can sue for collision, 199, 200 

not liable for collision, 199 

not claiming cargo, 204-206 

how far lighterman is his agent, 96, 206 

when liable for freight pro ratdj 230-233 

and see Consionee ; Shifpbb. 

CARRIER, 

liability for goods carried, 145 

shipowners who are not, their liability, 145 

whether lighterman is, 146, 147 

his lien, how affected by stoppage in transitu, 127 

his lien, effect of, end of transit on, 185 

refusal to deliver, effect on stoppage in transitu, 131 

wrongful delivery and stoppage in transitu^ 181 

ending transit by agreement with vendee, 135 

Cast note. Appendix II., 272 

Cash BECEiFrs, not documents of title, 130 

Causa causans and Causa pboxima, 153 
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Gessxb glausb and agent's liability, 26, 27 
not inoorporated in biU of lading, 40 
effect o^ 101-102 
oo-extensive with lien, 101 
when charterer is consignee, 102 
and demurrage, 102-113 

Change of ohabaoteb, 151 

CHABTEBPABTY, 
definition of. 1 
when signed, 1 

stamps on ; 1, Appendix III., 290, 291 
when a demise or lease of ship, 2-5 
effects of a demise, 3 
illegality o^ 7, 8 
construction of, 9-20 
when construed by customs, 15, 16 
variation of by parol evidence, 10, 15-19, 21 
alterations in, effect of, 20 
printed forms of, how construed, 19, 20 
parties to, 21-41 
who are principals in, 21-24 
statement as to parties in, when final, 21 
when agent personally liable on, 25, 28 
power of managing owner to effect or vary, 28 
powers of broker to effect, 29 
powers of captain to effect, 30, 31 
powers of mortgagor to effect, 32 
when binding on part-owner, 31, 32 

„ „ purchaser, 32 

„ „ mortgagee, 32 

who are bound by, 31-33 
whom shipper under can sue, 36, 37 
position of shipper who is not charterer, 36-38 
representations and undertakings in, 49-66 
repudiation of, 49, 50 
conditions implied in, 55 
and seaworthiness, 56-60 
its operation before loading, 68 
loading under, 77, 89 
loading under and exceptions, 84 
cargo tendered must comply with, 85 

relations of shipper, shipownei^ and charterer as to stowage under, 95 
exceptions in, how construed, 149, 153, 154, 168 
unloading under, 201 

who is liable for demurrage under, 216, 217 
who bound for lien for freight in, 250, 251 
and see Chabteseb; Deuubbage; Fbeioht; Loading; Unloading; 

Voyage, &o. 

CHARTER AND BILL OF LADING, 1, 2, 33 

when they differ, 34 

indorsee of bill of ladin^^ differing from charter, 38, 39 

when one incorporated m other, 38-40 

Chabtbb and bub-chabteb, position of shipper, 36 

Chabteb, Time, seaworthiness in, 58 
freights in, 221, 222, 236, 237 

Chabteb, without pbejudice to, 37, 39, 45, 240 

Chabteb, otheb conditions, as fbb, 40 
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Chabtebed vbeight : tee Fbxight. 
Chabtebbd yotagb and canying Toyage, 67 

GHARTEBEB, 
definition of, 1 

position of, under demise charter, 2-5 
position of, under charter not a demise, 3 
who is also a shipper, position of, 33, 34 
when liable to shippers of goods, 36, 37 
duty to name place of loading, 78 
entitled to receive notice of shjp's readiness to load, 82 
duty to furnish cargo, 83-87 
when excused from loading, 84 
prevented from bringing cargo to port of loading, 84 
obligation to load when fulfilled, 84, 85 
damages for failing to load cargo, 256-261 
to carry full and complete cargo, 90 
to provide broken stowage, 91 
and passengers in cabins, 90 
position as to stowage, 95 
and cesser clause, 101-113 
who is consignee, and cesser clause, 102 
when can be sued for damage to goods, 170 
captain's power to bind, on voyage, 172 
when can sue for general average, 196 
when liable for general average on ship or freight, 197 
when has Hen for general average, 196 
when entitled to salvage earned by chartered ship, 3, 199 
duty to provide for discharge of cargo, 201 
not entitled to notice of readiness to discharge, 201, 202 
agreeing to load or uidoad in fixed time, 211, 212 
when liable for demurrage, 216 
freight, when payable to, 239-241 
loss, captain how tax bound to decrease, 257-259 

Chabtebeb, bills of lading as pbesented bt, 45 

Chabtbbeb, freight to be oollegted bt, 236 

Ghabtebeb's agent, oonsignbd to, fbeb of commission, 87 

Ghabtebing bbokeb, 30 

Glaims for cargo damaged, when to be made, 208 

Glass of ship on register, condition precedent, 52 

Glean beoeift. Appendix U. 

Gleabanobs, failure to procure, 85 
when procured by charterers, 87 

Goal, ordered by master, who liable for, 173 

GOLLEOTED BY GHABTEBEBS, FREIGHT TO BE, 236 

GoLLisiON, exception of, 162 
when a peril of the see^ 159 
when not a peril of the sea, 160 
a peril of navigation. Addenda 
cargo not liable for damage by, 199 
cargo-owner may recover damages for, 200 

Gommebcial purpose of voyage, frustration of, 56, 61 

Gommission, consigned to charterer's agents, free of, 87 

Gommission Agent, may stop in transitu, 125 
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Communication by captain with owners, when neoessary, 175 

Condition, Shipped in good, 99, 100 

Conditions, Implied, in contract, 56-66 

Conditions, Pbboedbnt, in Chabtbb, 49-55 
effect of waiver of, 49 
repudiation for breach of, 49, 50 
functions of Court and jury as to, 50 
statements, ba to ship's register, when, 52 
ship's tonnage, when, 52 
ship's name, when, 53 
ship's national character, when, 53 
ship's whereabouts, when, 53 
ship's time of loading or sailing, when, 53-55 

Conditions Precedent in Bill op Ladino, 50 

Conditional Indobsbment, effect of, 119-123 

Consideration, what necessary for indorsement defeating stoppage in tran- 
eUu, 129 
no, for indorsement of bill, effect of, 138 

Consigned to Charterer's Agents free op Commission, 87 

CONSIGNEE 

of bill of lading, statutory position, 46, 140-143 

who is charterer, effect of cesser clause, 102 

named in bill of lading, position in Admiralty Court, 142, 143 

not named, position in Admiralty Court, 142, 143 

can sue in tort for negligent carriage, 169 

can sue in contract for negligent carriage, 170 

when liable for general average, 197 

cannot be called on to accept goods before ship's arrival, 201 

entitled to reasonable time to receive goods, 202, 203 

not claiming cargo, 204-206 

right to delivery direct from ship, 204 

where goods are landed for assortment, 206 

where goods are entered as overside goods, 206 

disputing charges of landing, 206 

demanding goods, when part landed, 205 

how far lighterman is agent of, 96, 206 

when liable for demurrage, 217, 218 

preventing delivery of goods, 204, 225, 226 

when must pay freight, 236, 245 

taking delivery under bill of lading, to pay freight, 238, 245, 246 

who is cargo-owner, 245 

when bound by lien for freight in charter, 250 

general, in France, 238 
Consignor: «ee Shipper; Cargo-owner. 

OoNffTRUonoN, of contract of affreightment, 9-20 

Erovinces of Court and of jury, 10 
y what law, 11-15 
by law of ship's flag, 11 

Contact with other Goods. 164 

Contract op Apprbightment : see Appbeightmbnt. 

Contractus, Lex loci, 12 
Convenient Speed, to proceed with, 54 
Coppered, A 1, 55 
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CocBT, province of, in construction of contract, 10, 50 

GOYEBED BY InSUBANOE, DaMAGE CAPABLE OF BEING, 152 

Cbaft, riak of, 151 

Gbanes, and dock companies : Appendix II., 274 

Cbew, position under demise charter, 2 
under chiirter not a demise, 3 
by whom engaged and discharged, 29 
barratry of, 165 
negligence of, 166 

Cbimb of master or crew, when barratry, 165 

Obowk, charters by agents for, 27 

Custom, effect of, in constmotion of contract, 10, 15-19 
evidence of, when admissible, 15-17 
marks of binding, 16 
cannot explain well-known terms, 18 
when they bind pei-sous ignorant of them, 19 
of port of loading, 17, 89 
of port of discharge, 17, 

Ccstomary Despatch, 83, 214-216 

Customary Manner, 80, 214-216 

Damage, meaning of, 152 

Damage capable of being Covered by Insurance, 152 

Damage, Ship, 152 

Damage to Cargo, who can sue for, 169, 170 
who can be sudl for, 170 
limitation of liability for. Appendix III., 286 
claims arising out of, 208 
effect of, on freight, 228 
carrier's liability for, 145 

Damages, rule of, 254 

to cargo, how assessed, 254, 256 
for failure to load a cargo, 256-261 
and see Freight, Dead. 

Damages foe Detention : see Detention. 

Dangeroi'S Goods, implied contract not to ship witliout notice, 65 
what will be notice of, 65 
and see Appendix I EI., 291 

Day, meaning of, in demurrage clauses, 211 
part of, counts as whole day, 211, 237 

Dead Freight : see Freight. 

Deck Cargo, when proper, 92 
custom to load, 16, 92 
agreement to load, 92 
effect of carrying without authority, 92 
carrying, not barratry, 166 
and general average, 189, 190 
in coasting trade, 189 

Delay, in contract, effect of, 61-65, 177, 178 
captain's power to, on voyage, 177-179 

Delivered, Freight payable by Net Weight, 234 
freight payable on intake measure of quantity, 2.S4 
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DELIVERY OP GOODS. 

to whom shipowner may safely make, 117, 118, 203 

effect of, hy shipowner, 203 

shipowner's duty, when conflicting claims for, 203 

effect of wrongful, on stoppage in transitu, 131 

what is, to divest stoppage in transitu, 133 

to forwarding agent, effect of, in stoppage in transitu, 134, 135 

contract to pay demurrage, implied from, 217, 218 

what, earns freight, 219, 226 

damaged, effect of, on freight, 228 

short, effect of, on freight, 228, 229 

shipped, effect of, on freight, 229 

less than per bUl of lading, 229 

short of destination, effect of, on freight, 230-233 

when concurrent with payment of freight, 236 

contract to pay freight, implied from, 238, 245-247 

to consignee, contract implied from, 217, 238, 245 

freight due before or after, no lien for, 249 

without payment of freight, waives lien, 251 

Deltveby Obdeb, as document of title, 130 
and bill of lading, 130 

Demise of Ship, when charter is, 2-5 

position under, of charterer, captain, crew, 2 

effects of construction of charter as, 3 

hirer, not liable for ship's loss by act of Gk)d, 5 

DEMURRAGE, 

what is, 102, 103, 209 

when payable, 209, 210 

how calculated, 210, 211 

clauses as to, when applied to loading and unloading, 210 

in charter, who liable for, 40, 216 

and cesser clause, 102-113 

at port of loading, 103 

in bill of lading, who liable on, 217, 218 

who can sue on implied contract to pay, 218 

contract to pay when implied from aeliyery, 217, 218 

no lien for, at common law, 252 

lien for, by express agreement, 102-113, 253 

customary for lighters in London, Appendix II., 273 

Despatch Monet, how calculated, 211 

Despatch, usual in Loading, 81, 83, 214 

Detention, Damages for, what are, 209 
when payable, 210 
and cesser clause, 102-113 
no lien for, at common law, 102-113, 252 
lien for, by express agreement, 102-113, 253 

Deviation, implied contract to proceed without, 56, 177 
when captain may make, 177-179 
when not barratry, 165 
to save life allowed, 177 
to save property, when allowed, 177 
towage is, 177 

communication with ship in distress is not, 177 
damage occurring on, liability for, 177 
delay to prevent damage to cargo not a, 178, 179 

Diligence, implied contract to use due, 61-65 

DiscHABGE : see Unloading. 
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Docks, if foil, position of shipwner, 71, 78, 212, 213, 215 
in London, practice of. Appendix II. 
and steyedores, Appendix II. 
their cranes, lability for, Appendix XL, 274 
damage in, when a peril of the sea, 159 

Dock Dues and Chabobs, how paid. Appendix II. 

Dock Wabbaut, effect of, 130 

Dock as obdebed ov abbiyino, 74, 79 

DocofEKT OF Title, meaning of, 129 

Dunnage, 58, 93 

Embabgo, effect of, on contract, 64, 178 
an airest of princes, 156 

Employment of ship, by whom settled, 29 

Enemies, Queen's, 156 

Enoaoement of Goods in ship, effect of, 67 

Equipment of Ship, by whom directed, 29 

Ebasubbs in charter on bill of lading after signature, 20 

EXCEPTED PEBILS, 149, 150 
in charier, 149, 154 

apply before loading, 68, and see Addenda. 

when cover failure to load, 83, 84 
in biU of lading, 149-153 

history of, 150 

list o( 150-152 

burden of proof as to, 168, 169 

effect of deck stowage on, 92, 168 
their relation to implied undertakings, 56, 152 
as to seaworthiness, 60 
and unreasonable delay, 61 

Explosiyes, shipment of, 65 

and see Appendix III., 291, 292 

F. O. B. = free on board, the goods then being at the risk of the purchaser, 
who is liable to freight : Inglis y. Stock (1885), L. B. 10 App. C. 268. 

F. O. W. = first open water, for Baltic ports, after ice. 

Faotobs* Acts, questions under, 129, 130 

Final Sailing, 171 

FiBE ON BOABD, 151 

FnuB, exception of, 164 

Fitness fob Caboo : see Seawobthiness. 

Flag, Law of Ship's, as law of construction, 11, 185 

Forthwith, 68 . 

Fobwabding Agent, deliYory to, and stoppage in transitu, 134, 135 

Fbance, general consignee in, 238 

Fbaud, avoiding charter, 49 

effect on bill of lading, 46, 139 

Fbbe of Commission, 87 

FBEIGHT, 

definition of, 1, 219 

does not include passage-money, 220 

when earned, 219 
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FREIGHT— oon^tntted. 

not payable if goods lost, 219 

oral evidence to explain, when admitted, 16, 18, 220 

mode of payment, to be fixed by custom, 16, 18, 220, 233 

for cargo, belonging to shipowner, 233 

amonnt of, how calculated, 233 

amount of, where goods shrink or swell on voyage, 234 

and hydraulic presses, 234 

alternative, 235 

when payable, 236 

payment of, and delivery of goods, concurrent, 236 

when shipowner entitled to, 236 

when merchant must pay, 236 

clauses as to, in time and voyage charters, 221, 236, 237 

clauses as to, in bills of lading, 222, 236 

to whom payable, 237-244 

when payable to shipowner, 238 

shipowner may give authority to collect, 238 

master's or broker's authority to collect, 30, 238, 239 

payment to master or broker when good, 29, 30, 238, 239 

paid before it is due, effect of, 238 

when payable to captain, 238 

when payable to third person, 239 

payment to obligee of bottomry bond, good, 239 

payment of, into Court of Admiralty, when good, 239 

when payable to charterer, 239-241 

assignment of, effect of, 242 

assignee of share of ship entitled to, 242 

when payable to mortgagee of ship, 242-244 

when payable to mortgagor of ship, 242-244 

by whom payable, 244-247 

when payable on contract implied from taking delivery of goods, 238, 

245-247 
implied contract to pay, by shipper, 244 
when shipper freed irom contract to pay, 244 
consignee when liable to pay, 245 
indorsee of bill of lading when liable for, 140, 246 
where cargo transhipped, 182, 183, 226 
under through bill of lading, 47, 219 

how affected by blockade, embargo, bad weather, delay for repairs, 236 
guarantee of, when ship lost, 219 
when payable, '*ship lost or not lost,** 219, 220 
general average sacrifice of, 189, 193 
and general average expenses in port of refuge, 195 
person entitled to, and general average, 197 
free, authority to master to carry, 44 
stop for, Appendices II., 274 ; III., 288 
release for. Appendix II., 276 
lien for, by common law, 219, 220, 248-252 
lien for, under demise charter, 3 

due after delivery of goods, no lien for at common law, 249 
due on delivery of goods, lien for, 248 
lien for, on what goods, 250, 
lien for, for what amount, 250, 251. 
lien for, how maintained, 251 
lien for, how waived^ 251, 252 
taking payment of by bill, waives lien, 251 
delivery without payment of, waives lien, 251 
in charter, lien for against whom, 250 
and general consignee in France, 238 . 
when goods may be sold to realize lien for, 288, 289 
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FREIGHT, ADVANCE 
what is, 222, 223 

or loan, which a payment is, 222, 223, 238 
insurance of, 223 
ifsbip lost, 223 
when recoverable, 223 
and final sailing, 171 
no lien for at common law, 223, 249, 252 
lien for by express agreement, 223, 249, 253 

Fbeioht, Back, what is, 225 

FBEiaHT, Dkad, what is, 259-261 
no lien for at common law, 252 
lien for by express agreement, 253 

FULL FREIGHT, 

when shipowner is entitled to, 226 

earned whea shipowner is ready to deliver, 226 

how earned if there is a lump simi as freight, 227 

earned by transhipment, 226 

due when shipper prevents delivery, 226 

for goods delivered damaged, when payable, 228 

earned, if all goods shipped delivered, 228, 229 

Fbeioht, LrMP, what is, 227 

when earned by shipowner, 226, 227 

FREIGHT, FRO RATA, 

when payable for short delivery, 229 

when payable for delivery short of destination, 230-233 

not payable without special agreement, 230 

agreement to pay, from what implied, 230 

effect of arrest of goods on, 230 

effect of sale of goods on, 231 

and ice, 231, 232 

when ship abandoned, 230, 232 

Fbeioht and all otheb conditions as feb chabteb, 40 

Fbeioht to be collected by ghabtebebs, 236 

Fbeioht in pull fob voyaoe, 235 

Fbeioht, hiohest on same voyaoe, 235 

Fbeioht payable in London, 18, 220, 222, 236 

Feubioht payable on net weioht delivered, 234 

Fbeioht payable on intake measube of quantity delivebed, 234 

Fbeioht, at any bate op, Masteb to sign bills op lading at, 37, 39, 45 

Fbom ship's tackles, 277 

Fbost, an act of God, 155 
not a peril of the sea, 159 

Full and complete cargo, 90 

Genebal Avebagb : see Avebaoe. 

Glasgow, Practice op : see Appendix II., 281, 282 

GrOD, Act op : see Act op God. 

Good condition, shipped in, 99, 100 

Goods : see Cabgo. 

Goods Owneb ; see Cargo Ownbb. 

Gothenbebg Custom, as peb, 235 
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Government action, preventing loading, 84, 85. 
when an " arrest of princes," 157 

Government pass, for loading, 84 

Ground, taking the, when a peril of the sea, 159, 160 

Gunpowder, stowage of, 58, 65, 291, 292 

Handbills as part of contract of aflfreightment, 6 

Heat, exception of, 163 

Highest freight on same voyage, 235 

HoUDATS, Sundays and, excepted, 210, 211 

Hours, meaning of, in demurrage clauses, 211 
part of, counts as a, 211 

Hull, practice of port of: see Appendix II., 282-284 

Hydraulic presses and freight, 234 

Ice, preventing loading or unloading, 84, 212 

causing delay after loading is completed, 84, 85 
and pro rata freight, 230, 231 

Icebergs, a peril of the sea, 159 
justify delay or deviation, 178 

Icebound ports, duty of ship loading or discharging at, 70 

Illegal acts, when barratry, 165 

Illegality, by English law, 7, 8 
by foreign law, 7, 8 

seizure by revenue officers, prima facie proof of, 8 
as affecting charterer's refusal to load, 43 

IMPLIED C0NTBACT8. 

in contract of affreightment, 55, 56 

effect of breaches of, 56 

how affected by exceptions, 56, 152 

of seaworthiness, 56-60 

of reasonable despatch, 61-65 

not to ship dangerous goods without notice, 65 

not to deviate, 177 

Improper Navigation, 167, 168 

INDORSEE OF BILL OB^ LADING, 

rights of, by custom, 2, 116 

rights of, by statute, 2, 46, 116. 139, 140 

when liable on clauses in charter, 38-40, 43-45 

for goods not shipped, position of, 41, 42 

when two bills are signed for same goods, 42 

and stoppage in transitu^ 128, 129 

acting mala fide J 139 

may have better position than indorser, 141 

fuither indorsement by, effect of, 140 

when he can sue in Admiralty Court, 142, 143 

when he can sue in tort for damage tx) goods, 169 

when he can sue on contract for damage to goodf}, 170 

when liable for freight, 246 

when bound by lien for freight in charter, 250 

INDORSEMENT OF BILL OF LADING, 
effects by custom, 2, 116 
effects by statute, 2, 46, 116, 139, 140 
kinds of, 115 
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IND0B8EMENT OF BILL OF LADING— conttnued. 
to beaier, 115 
to Older or aasigns, 115 
in blank, 115 
how effected, 115 
how restricted, 7, 115 
restrictive, when affecting captain, 7 
after wrongful delivery of goods, 116 
intention of parties in, 116, 117 
when it absolntely passes property, 116, 117 
when it passes property sabject to stoppage in transitu^ 116, 118 
what defeats stoppage in transitu, 128, 129 
what consideration necessary to defeat stoppage in transitu, 128 
conditional, 117, 119-123 

and bill of exchange, 119-121 

position of vendor under, 120 
acting as a mortgage, 117, 137 
acting as a pledge, 117, 137 
as security for advances, 137, 138 
passing no property at all, 117, 138 
without consideration, 138 
to an agent, 138 

under BiUs of Lading Act, 139, 140 
second, effect of on contract, 140 
under Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 141-144 
does not free dipper from liability for freight, 244 

iNDOBSEaiEirr of Mate's Beceift, 97 

Indobsbb of Bill of Lading, may transfer greater right than he has^ 141 

Insolvency, justifying stoppage in transitu, what is, 125, 126 

Insubance, damage capable of being covered by, 152 

policies and bills of lading, different construction oC 153, 154 
of advance freight, 223 
of advances to ship, 223 

Intention of Parties, criterion of construction, 10, 11 
test of effect of indorsement of bill of lading, 116, 117 

JETTISON, 

exception of, 168 

captain's power to, on voyage, 1 87 
captain's power to bind cargo owner by, 187 
captain making, for whom agent, 187, 190 
as general average sacrifice, J 89, 190 

Jury, province of, in construction of contract, 10 
and conditions precedent, 50 

Jus DiSPONBNDi, reservation of, 118, 119 

King's Enemies, historical origin of exception, 149 

Lading, Bill of : see Bill of Lading. 

Landing Entry, in London : Appendix II., 275 

Law, by which contract is construed, 11-15 

Lay Days, when they begin, 77, 78, 210 
how calculated, 78, 210, 211 
and running days, 211 
and working days, 211 
effect of expiration of, 209, 210 
see Demurrage. 
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Leakage, exception of, 163 

Legal Pboceedtngs, not arrests of princes, 157 
not perils of the sea, 160 

Lex fobi, when applicable, 13 

Lex loot contractus, as rule of construction, 12 

Lien and Exemption, or cesser, clause, 101, 106, 112 

Lien bt Common Law, possessory, what is, 248 

shipowner's, nature of, 248 

for freight, 220, 248-252 

no, for advance freight, 223, 249, 252 

for freight, when it exists, 220, 248 

no, for freight due after delivery of goods, 249 

for freight, over what goods, 250 

for freight, for what amount, 250, 251 

for freight in charter, who bound by, 250 

no, for dead freight, 252 

only for freight due on delivery of goods, 248 

for freight under demise charter, 3 

no, to holders of bill of exchange drawn against cargo, 252 

no, for wharfage on overside goods, 252 

no, for port-charges, 252 

no, for demurrage or damages for detention, 252 

no, on goods shipped on ship's account, 252 

for general average, captain's, 195 

charterer's, 196 

cargo-owner has not, on ship, 197 
consignee's liability for, 197 

for salvage expenditure, 181, 199, 248 

to broker on bill of lading, 253 

how waived, 251 

how maintained, 204-206, 251, 252 

how affected by stoppage in transitu, 127 

Lien by Agbebment, when valid, 253 
for dead freight, 253 

for demurrage or damages for detention, 253 
for demurrage, and cesser clause, 103-113 
for advance freight, 253 

for charter freight against holder of bill of lading, 253 
for freight, waiver of, implied contract from, 246 
for unliquidated damages, 107, 253 
special clauses as to, 253 

Ljfb, deviation to save, when allowed, 177 
salvage for, by whom payable, 198 

Lighten, outside port, ship wheik bound to, 73-77 

LiGHTEBMAN, positlou of, in London, Appendix II., 273, 274 
his knowledge of stowage does not affect shipper, 96 
whether common carrier or not, 146, 147 
his liability for goods carried, 146, 147 
how fax agent of consignee in unloading, 206 

LiGHTEBS, customary demurrage for, Appendix II., 274 

Lightning, an act of God, 155 
not a peril of the sea, 159 
causing fire, an act of God, 164 

Limitation op Liability, Appendix III., 286 

LiVEBPOOL, practice of: tee Appendix II., 278, 279 
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LOADING, 

when constrned by customs of port of loading, 17, 88, 89 

performance of contract before, 67 

port of, shipowner's duty to proceed to, 67 

wliere charterer's duty begins, 77 

statements as to time of, 53-55 

seaworthiness in, 57 

place of, 78 

usual place of, 78 

where several usual places of, 78 

port of, custom as to place of loading to be followed, 78 

m tidal harbour, 70 

in icebound ports, 70 

outside port, ship when bound to lighten, 73 

in named dock, 78, 79 

place of, when charterer to name, 79 

ready for, wiien ship is, 82 

in usual and customary manner, 81 

usual despatch in, b3 

when exceptions in charter apply to, 84 

port of, causes preventing transmission of cargo to, 84 

causes delaying, effect of, 84, 211, 216 

d()lay in, foreseen by contracting parties, 84 

charterer's duty in, when completed, 84, 85 

delays after completion of, 85 

charterer's refusal, effect of^ 87 

in fixed time, 211, 212 

in reasonable time, 213 

with customary despatch, 214-216 

in regular turn, 89, 90 

and demurrage, 103, 209-216 

and damages for detention, 209 

by stevedore, 94 

port of, customs in calculating freight, 18, 220, 223 

practice as to in London, Liverpool, Bristol, Glasgow, Hull : Appendix II. 

and see IStowaoe. 

LoADiNO Bbokebs, 30 

Loan, on cargo, captain's power to raise, 184 

when prepayment by shipper is, 222, 223, 238 

London, practice of: see Appendix II., 272-278 

Loss OF Goods, not liable for, under any circumstances whatever, 151 

Loss OF Mabeet, 255 

Lost or not Lost, Ship, 219, 223 

Lump Fbeight : see Fbeight. 

LuMPEBS, by-laws in docks as to. Appendix II., 278 

Machineby, cargo of, 85 

steam, exceptions as to, 151, 152 
breakdown of, 152 

Management, of ship, work included in, 29, 30 

MANAGING OWNER, 

powers of, 28 

statutory provisions as to, 28, 292 
effect of registration as, 28 
powers to assign freight, 28 
in single ship companies, 28 

Mabitime Law, how far applicable in England, 12-15 
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Mabitime Risk, essential to bottomry bond, 185 
Mabket, loss of, when recoverable as damages, 255 
Masks on Goods, inaccuracy, or absence of, 98, 152 
Mast, cutting away of^ and general average, 191, 192 
Master : 8ee Captain. 

MATE'S RECEIPT, 

what it is, 97 

effect of possession of, 97 

as a recognition of property, 97 

not a negotiable instrument, 97 

effect of statements in, 97, 98 

in London, Appendix II., 273, 274 

Mbasubement, Tons op Weight and, 89, 91 

Merchant's Risk, at, 168, 190 

Mistake, effects of, on contract, 10, 21 

Mobs, not arrests of peoples, 157 
are seizures, 158 

Month, in time charters, 237 

Mortgage, Indorsement of Bill of Lading as a, when, 117, 137 
its effect on stoppage in trarmlu, 128, 129 
its effect on the contract, 139, 140 
its effect on suits in the Admiralty Court, 142, 143 

' Mortgagee of Ship, when bound by charter, 32 
when can maintain action of restraint, 32, 33 
statutory provisions as to, 32, 285 
in possession, entitled to what freight, 242, 243 
out of possession, not entitled to freight, 242 

Mortgagor of Ship, powers to charter, 32 
statutory provisions as to, 32, 285 
when entitled to freight, 243 

Mutiny, damaging goods, 158, 163, 165 

Name, Ship's, when condition precedent, 53 

National Character, Ship's, 53 

Navigation, risks of steam, 151, 158 
negligence in, 167 
improper, what is, 167 
breach of rules of, when barratry, 166 
perils of include collisions : see Addenda. 

Near as she can safely get, 70-77 

Necessity, what is to give captain power to act, 174 
what is, for bottomry, 174, 186 
what is, for deviation or delay, 178 
what is, for sale of goods, 174, 181 

Negligence, not a peril of the sea, 160 
and collisions, 160, and see Addenda. 
of shipowner's servants, exception of, 166-168 
of shipowner, not covered by exception, 166 
in navigation, meaning of, 167 
non-delivery of goods, prima facie evidence of, 168 

Negotiable Instruments, mate's receipts are n^t, 97 
when bills of lading are, 115 



316 INDEX. 

Non-Delitebt of goodfi prima facie evidenoe of carrier's negligence, 168 

NoncE or Readiness, to load, shipowner to give, 82 

to discharge, not required, 201, 202 
NoncE to stop in tratuitu, how and when given; 136 

Now AT Akchob in the Pobt, 51, 55 

Now IN THE POBT OF, 50, 51, 54 

Obdeb ob Assigns, indorsement to, 114, 115 

Obdebed, Pobt as, 69 

Otheb Conditions as feb Chabteb, 40 

OvEBSiDE Gk>0D6, 206 : See Appendix IE., 275 
no lien for wharfage dnes on, 252 

Paid in London, Fbeioht, 222, 236 

Papebs, Ship's, duty to provide, 58 

Pabol Evidence, to vary charters, 10, 21 

Pabtdss to Contbact of afireightment, 21-39 
statements as to in charters, when final, 21 
hroker not a, 29 

Pabtneb, when may stop in transitu, 125 

Pabt-Owneb of ship, when bound by charter, 31 
action of restraint by, 32 

Pabtb of Bill of Lading, need not all be produced, 120 

Passengebs in cabins, charterer's right to carry, 90 

Payable in London, Fbkight, 18, 220, 222, 236 

Payable aocobding to Net Weight delivebed, Fbeight, 234 

People, arrests and restraints of^ 156-157 

are the governing power of ^e country, 157 

Pebils, Excepted : See Exceptions. 

Pebils Of Navigation : see Addenda, 

PEEILS OF THE SEAS, 158-161 
relation to act of God, 155, 159 
not, on the seas, 158 
and stowage of goods, 159 

Pebils of the Boads, 151, 158 

Pilfebage, 163 

Pilotage Chabges in port of refuge, and general average, 195 

Pibates, exception of, 163 
are a peril of the sea, 159 
not Queen's enemies, 156 
justify delay or deviation, 178 

Pitch, cargo of, 84 

Plaoabd as part of contract of aflfreightment, 6 

Place of Loading, usual, 78 

Pledge, Indobsement of Bill of Lading acting as a, 117, 137 
effect on stoppage in transitu, 128, 129 
effect of on the contract, 140 
effect of on suits in the Admiralty Court, 142, 143 

Pledgee of Bill of Lading, when liable on the contract, 140 
when can sue in Admiralty Court, 143 
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PORT, what is a, 10, 171 

safe, what is a, and when, 69 

as ordered, 69 

seaworthiness in, 57 

charger, no lien at common law for, 252 

rules, breach of, when barratry, 165 

of refuge, expenses in and general average, 194, 195 

of X., now in, 50, 51, 54 

Precedent, Condition : Bee Condition Precedent. 
Prejudice to Charter, without, 37, 39, 45, 240 
Presented bt Charterers, Bills of Lading as, 45 
Primage, meaning of, 221 
Princes, Bulers, and Peoples, arrests of, 156, 157 

Principals in Contract, who are, 21, 25-27 
agent for, undisclosed, 24-27 
when bound by agent, 24 

Printed form of Contract, how construed, 19, 20 
contradicted by clause in writing, 19, 20 
bill of lading, how filled in, 114 

Prize-Court, decrees of, are arrests of princes, 157 

Proceed with all Convenient speed, 54, 61 

Proceed to a Port and there Load, 67, 78 

Proceed to a Dock and there Load, 78, 79 

Proceed to a ready Quay berth, 79 

Proceed to a Safe Port, 69 

Proceed to a Port as Ordered, 69 

Profits on (tOODs, when included in damages, 255 

PROPERTY IN GOODS, passed by indorsement of bill of lading, 2, 116, 
117 
passed absolutely, 116, 117 
passed conditionally, 116, 119-123 
passed without indorsement, 118 
when passes by shipment, 118 
when Ju8 disponendi reserved, 119 
when not transferred by indorsement, 138, 139 
in goods shipped when reserved by vendor, 121 

when passed by vendee, 121 
who can sue for damage to in Admiralty Court, 143 

Protest, refusal to insert particulars in, is not breach of duty by master, 143 

Purchaser of Ship, when bound by charter, 32 

Quality and Quantity unknown, 99, 100 
Quarantine preventing loading, 210, 212 
Quay Berth, ready, for loading, 79 
Queen's Enemies, 156 

Railway Delays, preventing loading or unloading, 84 

Rata, freight pro : tee Freight pro rata. 

Rate of Freight, Captain to sign Bills of Lading at any, 37, 39, 45, 240 

Ratification of Agent's Contract by Principal, 24 
of agenfs stoppage in transitu, 125 

Rats, not act of God, 155 
not a peril of the sea, 160 
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Rbadinebs to Load, what U for ship, 82 
shipowner to give notice of, 82 

Beadt Quay Bebth, 79 

Beady to beceiye Gabgo in all May, 5i 

Beasonable time, to load or unload in, 61-65, 202 

Beceift, Mate's : ^ee Mate's Beceift. 

Beceipt, Clean, what is : Appendix II., 273 

Beceift, bill of lading as, 5 

Beceifts, Gash, not docnments of title, 130 

Beftsal to Load by charterer, effect of, 87, 88 

Begisteb, ship's class on, statements as to, 52 

Beoulab tubn, to load in, 89, 90, 214 

Beleasb fob Fbeioht in London, Appendix II., 276 

Beloadino Caboo, and general average, 194 

Befaibs, shipowner when bound to do, 57, 182, 183 
sale of cargo to pay for, 191 
in port of refage, and general average, 194 

Befbesentations in charter, nature and effect of, 49 
not embodied in charter, how material, 49 
by carrier's agent, when part of contract, 6 

Befudiation of Gontbact for breach of conditions precedent, 49, 50 
for breach of implied conditions, 56, 57 
for unseaworthiness, 57 
for unreasonable delay, 56, 61 

Besfondentia, nature of, 184 

captain's power to bind cargo by loan on, 184-187 

Bbstbaint, Action of, by part owner, 32 

by mortgagee, 32, 33 

Bestbaints of princes, rulers, and peoples, 156-158 

BiNG of Bbokebs, nature of, 30 

Bisk, at Mebchant's, 168, 190 

Bisk, at Ship's ; see Addenda. 

Bisk of Gbait, 151 

Bisks of Steam Navigation, 151, 158 

BoADS, perils of the, 151, 158 

BOBBEBS, 163 

Bulebs, Abbests and Bestbaints of, 156-158 
BuMOUBS of restraints, not restraints of princes, 157 
BuNNiNO Days and lay days, 210, 211 
Bust, exception of, 163 

Sacbifices, Genebal Avebage, 188, 189 

Safe Pobt, what and when, 69 

if not, when ship ordered to it, 69 

Safely, meaning of, 72, 73 

Safely get, so neab as she can, 70, 71 

does not allow delivery at nearest safe port, 71 

Sail on ob befobe, 53 

Sailing, statements as to time of, 53-55 

Sailing, Final, 171 
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Sale of ships, brokers for, 29 

of cargo, captain's power of on voyage, 172, 173, 181, 184 

of cargo, what is necessity for, 174, 181 

of damaged cargo, captain's power of, 181 

of cargo to raise money, by captain, 184 

of oargo, as general average sacrifice, 191 

of cargo on voyage, effect of on freight, 184, 234 

of cargo, and pay its freight, 252, 289 

Salvage, agreements, captain's power to bind cargo by, 172, 173, 198 
captain not bound to collect from cargo, 198 
when payable by cargo-owners, 198 
for life, payable by ship and cargo, 198 
shipowner's lien for, 198, 248 
under demise charter, to whom payable, 3, 199 

Scuttling ship is barratry, 165 

Seas, Perils op the, 158-161 

Seaworthiness, implied undertaking of, 56-60 
nature of, 56, 57 
when it must exist, 56, 57 
absence of, before voyage, 57 
absence of, during voyage, 57 
in tugs, 57 

absence of, must exist in fact, not only in belief, 60 
exceptions and, 60, 152 
absence of, not a peril of the sea, 160 

Seizure and capture, 157, 158 

Share in a Ship, owner of, when bound by charter, 31 
assignee of, when entitled to freight, 242 

Shareholder in Single Ship Company, 29 

SHIP, 

when charter of, amounts to demise, 2-5 

share in, owner of when bound by charter, 31 

assignee of share in, when entitled to freight, 242 

papers for, shipowner's duty to provide, 58 

unable to reach port of loading, 70, 71 

when ready to load, 82 

her gear, and stevedore, 95, and Appendix II. 

her responsibility, when it commences, 98, and see Addenda, 

when it ceases, 207 
conditions of her responsibility, 98 
^on-aiTival of, no evidence of negligence, 100 

with no owner domiciled in England or Wales, who can sue, 141, 144 
general average sacrifice of, 189, 191, 192 
general average expenditure on, 189 
when is ready to discharge, 201 

Ship-damage, meaning of, 152 

Ship's husband, position and powers of, 28 
statutory provisions as to, 28, 292 

Ship Lost or not Lost, 

Ship's risk, at : see Addenda. 

Ships Tackles, prom, 207 

Shipment, when passes property, 118 

SHIPOWNER, 

his work with regard to ship, 29 
his work abroad, who done by, 30 
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8HIP0WNEB— flon^imed. 

liable to ahippera of goods ignorant of charter, 36 

when liable to third parties for dealing with goods, 37 

when bonnd by bills of lading signed by captam or broker, 41-45 

his implied nndertakings, 55, 56 

his undertaking of seaworthiness, 56-60 

liability for unseaworthiness, 56, 57 

undertaking to proceed without delay, 61-65 

undertaking to proceed without deviation, 177-179 

duty to proceed to port of loading, 67, 78 

to give notice of readiness to loaa, 82 

duty to look after cargo, when it begins, 87 

taking goods before brought to place of loading, 87 

his position if chuterer refuses to load, 87, 88 

when may stow goods on deck, 92 

and baUast and dunnage, 93 

to stow cargo safely, 94 

and stovedores, 95 

and stowage, where there ia a charter, 95 

liability to persons injured by stevedore, 95, 96 

and mate's receipt, 97 

and statemento in mate's receipt, 97, 98 

and cesser clause, 101, 103 

his duty on receiving notice to stop in trangitUj 137 

position under Bills of Lading Act, 140 

liability for goods carried, 145 

his negligence not covered by exceptions, 166 

who is not common carrier, positioQ of, 145 

when and how protected by exceptions, 168, 169 

when and how sued for damage to goods, 170 

captain as agent of, on voyage, 172, 174, 175 

when captain should communicate with, before acting, 174 

duty to take care of goods on voyage, 180, 181 

power to tranship gowls, 182-184, 226 

when bound to repair on voyage, 57, 182-184 

must either carry on, tranship, or hand over cargo, 182 

right to freight, when transhipping, 183, 226 

and cargo sold to raise money, 1^4 

expenditure by, and general average, 193, 194 

when can sue for general average, 196 

when liable for general average, 197 

when liable for salvage, 198 

and lien for salvage expenditure, 181, 199 

when entitled to salvage earned by chartered ship, 199 

liability for collision, 199 

not bound to give notice of ship's readiness to discharge, 201-202 

to whom he should deliver, 118, 203, 204 

delivery by, and property in goods, 203 

delivery by, where conflicting claims, 203 

where goods not claimed, 204-206 

when he may warehouse goods, 204-206 

when he may carry goods on, 204 

maintains his lien by warehousing, 204-206 

statutory power to discharge goods, 205, 206 

and goods landed for assoitment, 206, Appendix II., 276 

and overside goods, 206, Appendix 11., 275 

can sue for demurrage on implied contract, 217, 218 

earns full freight by delivery or readiness to deliver, 219 

and lump freight, 227 

position where delivery prevented by fault of shipper, 204-206, 225, 226 

at what time entitled to freight, 219, 226, 236 
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SHIPOWNER— confinwd. 

when may refuse delivery, 236 

may give authority to collect freight, 238 

payment of freight tu master or broker, when payment to, 238, 239 

master cannot retain freight against, 239 

his position, when freight is payable to third person, 289 

and freight, when there is charter, 239-241 

when his master signs bills of lading preseoted by eharterer, 240 

cargo belonging to, freight for, 233 

waiving his lien, and freight, 246, 251 

his liens on cargo, 248 

his lien for freight against whom, 250 

how he may enforce his lien for freight, 251, 252 

how &r bound to decrease charterers loss, 257-259 

Shipped in good condition, 99, 100 

SHIPPER, 

procures and fills in bill of lading, 7 

presents bill of lading for signature, 114 

when bound bv contents of bill of lading, 6, 7 

when affected by stamps on bill of lading, 7 

position of, when there is a charter, 33-39 

who is charterer, position of, 33-36 

ignorant of charter, 36 

aware of charter, 36 

whom he can sue, if there is a charter, 36 

where there is charter and sub-charter, 36 

fraud of, effect on bill of lading, 46 

undertaking not to ship dangerous goods, 65 

right to require proper stowage, 94 

and stevedore, 95 

and stowage, where there is charter, 95 

aware of stowage, 95 

and mate's receipt, 97 

and indorsement under Bills af Lading Ajct, 140 

when can sue in tort, 169 

when can sue in contract, 170 

captain's duty to, 173 

liable for demurrage on bill of lading, 217 

implied contract to load or unload in reasonable time, 202, 213, 217 

preventing delivery, 204-206, 225, 226 

and freight, where there is a charter, 239-241, 250 

when liable for freight, 236, 244 

how freed from liabiUty for freight, 244, 245 

not discharged from freight by indorsement of bill of lading, 246 

when bound by lien in charter, 250 

and 966 Caboo-ownes. 

Sheppinq aoent has lien for charges on bill of lading, 253 

SniPFiNa CABDS as part of contract of affireightment, 6, 50 

Shifpino note. Appendix II., 272, 273 

Short delivery, effect on freight, 228, 229 
when freight pro rata payable for, 229 

Shbinsaoe of cargo, and freight, 234' 

Shutting out goods, effect of, 67 

Signature of bill of lading, 5 
of agent, to charter, 24-27 

Single Ship Companies, managing owner in, 28 
shareholders in, 29 
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SMUOOLoro, when banatry, 165 

SNOWffroBMB pieyeniing loading, 84 

Spabs, onttmg away of^ and general average, 191, 192 

SfEKD, with all COSYKSIESTy 54 

Sfilib, meaning of; 151 

Stamps on charter 1, Appendix in., 290, 291 
on bill of lading. Appendix III., 290, 291 
PMtrictiye, on bill of lading, 7, 115 

Standabd HinnoBED, St. Petkbsbubg, 235 

Stbam natigatioh, risks of, 151 

Stbaithhtp, meaning of^ 50 

Stbyidobb, shipowner to use same skill as, 94 
and shipowner's liability, 94 
liabiUty of; 95, 96 
and dock companies. Appendix II. 
and ship's gear, 95, Appendix II. 

Stop tob tbeioht, Appendices IL, 274, III., 288 
effect of, 252 

STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU, 
definition of, 123, 124 
not a rescission of contract, 123 
is exercise of li^i for price, 123 
by whom exercised, 124 
against whom exercised, 126, 127 
when exercised, 125 
against whom invalid, 128, 129 
when right of; ends, 131-136 
and part payment, 124 
and payment by bills of exchange, 124 
what is insolvency to justify, 125 
against purchaser ftom vendee, 126, 127 
and earner's lien, 127 
and attachment, 127 
and other claims in goods, 127 
effect on, of indorsement of bill of lading, 128, 129 
what indorsement defeats, 128, 129 
when transit begins, 131 
and wrongful or mistaken delivery, 131 
and master's refusal to deliver, 131 
no need for tUl vendor loses possession of goods, 131 
what is delivery, to divest, 133 
and delivery to forwarding agent, 134, 135 
divested by agreement between vendee and carrier, 135, 136 
notice to, how given, 136 

shipowner's and captain's duty on receiving notice of, 137 
refusal by master to deliver to vendor on, is breach of duty, 143 
under demise charter, 3 

Stobm, damage by, when a peril of the sea, 159 

STOWAGE, 

Boaworthiness in, 57 

on deck, custom of when binding, 16 

on deck : see Deok Oabqo. 

bad, assent to by charterer or shipper, 91, 95 

broken, 91, 92 

shipowner must ensure proper, 94 
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STOWAGE-HJOfrftiiiKjd. 

who nltimatelv liable for, 95 
tally in : tee Appendix, II., 278 
and perils of the eea, 159 
negligent, effect on exceptions, 163, 167 
whether navigation, 167 
See LoADiNO. 

Stranding, when a peril of the sea, 159 

Stbikbs preventing loading, 84 

SuB-GHABTEB and charter, shipper under, 86 

SuB-ooNTBACT, profits on, when recoverable as damages, 255 

suffioient wateb, if, 74 

Sundays and holidats kxcefted, 210, 211 

SuBBTT, when may stop in troMitu, 125 

Sweat, exception of^ 168 

SwxLLiNO of cargo^ and fi!eight, 234 

Swobdfish, a peril of the sea, 159 

Tackle, ship's, general average sacrifice of; 191, 192 
from, 207 

Tally, in loading, Appendix II., 273 

Telegbaph, effect of, on captain's position, 30, 81 
when captain should use, 176 

Terms of the Gontraot, nature and effect o( 49 

Thieves, 168 

Through bill of lading : see Bill of Lading. 

Tidal harbours, loading in, 70 

Tide, at all times of, 78, 74 

Time charter, seaworthiness in, 58 
freight in, 221 
freight in, when payable, 236, 237 

Time, statements as to, when conditions precedent, 53-55 

Time, in fixed, to load or unload in, 211, 212 

Time, to load or unload in reasonable, 61-65, 202, 218 

Times, at all, of tide, 73, 74 

Tonnage or burden of ship, when condition precedent, 52, 53 

Tons weight and boeasubement, 89, 91 

Tort, who can sue in, for negligent carriage of goods, 142, 144, 169 
who can be sued in, 170 

Tow and assist vessels in all situations, 177, 178 

Towage, when a deviation, 177 

Trading, illegal, when barratry, 165 

TRANSHIPMENT, 

shipowner's and captain's power of, 172-175, 182, 183 
captain making, for whom agent, 174, 182, 183 
and freight, 183 

Transit, when begins and ends : see Stoppage in Transitu. 

Y 2 
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TuGa, Beaworthmees and efficiency o( 58 
TuBN, nr UBOULAB, 8d, 90, 214 

Ullage, meaning o^ 151 

Uhatoidablb, meaning of, 59 

Uia>KBTAKiKGS in charter, 55, 56 

implied, relation of to exceptions, 152 

UnDISCLOSKD FSmCIPAL, AOKHT FOB, HIS LIABILITT, 24-27 

UsKirowH, ▼noHT, talub Ain> oohtkiits, 46, 99, 100 

QUAUTT Ain> QUANTITT, 99, 100 

Unliouidated damages, lien for, 107 

UNLOADING, 

charterer's duty in, 201 

notice to charterer of 8hip*8 readiness not required, 201, 202 

captain's dnty in. 202-204 

shipowner's and captain*8 position as, 202-204 

where cargo not claimed, 204 

how long allowed consignee for, 202-206 

shipowner's statutory power of, 205, 206, 287-290 

statutory place, time and manner of, 205, 206 

construed hy customs of port of discharge, 17, 202 

outside port, ship when hound to, 70, 71 

and demurrage, 209-216 

and damages for detention, 209 

in fixed time, 211, 212 

in reasonahle time, 213 

with customary despatch, 214-216 

in customary manner, 214-216 

customs of London, Bristol, Liverpool, Glasgow, Hull, as to, App. II. 

cargo, and general average, 194 

and see Loadinq. 

Unpaid VENDOR : seeVENDOB. 

Unseawobtht : tee Seawobtht. 

Usage: Me Custom. 

Usual and cubtomabt manneb of loading or unloading, 80, 214-216 

Usual despatch' of LOADCfG on unloading, 88, 214-216 

Usual plage of loading ob dischabge, 78 

Yalue and contents unknown, 46, 99, 100 

Vabiation of charter by parol evidence, 10, 16, 21 

Vendee, position of, under conditional indorsement, 120 

what is insolvency of, to justify stoppage tn tra/RsUnk, 126 

purchaser from, position of, as agaJniit stoppage in transitu, 126 

when delivery to ends transit, 132, &33 

delivery of goods in his ship, 132, 133 

delivery of goods in ship chartered by, 132 

when lus agreement with carrier ends transit, 135 

delivery of goods to his warehouse, 133 

Yendob, unpaid, securities of, 118 

reserving yu8 disponendi, 119 ; 

indorsing bills of lading conditionally, 119-123 '. 

who is, 124, 125 \ 

when he may stop in transitu^ 123, 124 ^ 

when his ag^t may stop, 125, 126 i 

I 
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Vendor, unpaii>— oonttnueci 

his position when his vendee has resold, 126, 127 

his position as against carrier, 127 

his position as against other claims, 127 

when loss of possession by, ends transit, ISS 
VxNTiLATiON, shipowner's dnty to provide, 180 
Ybbmin, whether a peril of the sea, 160 

VOYAGE, 

commercial frustration of, 56, 61^ 
seaworthiness on, 57 

wear and tear of, not a peril of the sea, 160 
' captain's authority on, 172-176 
shipowner's duty to take care of goods on, 180, 181 
captain's power to complete, by raising money on cargo^ 184 
charter, freight in, 221 

delivery during, e£fect on freight, 226, 230 ^ 

" freight in fuU for," 235 

Waiver of conditions precedent, e£feot of, 49, 50 
of lien, 251 

Wab, effect of, on contract, 8, 88 
not a peril of the seas, 160 
justifies delay or deviation, 178 

Wabehoustng cargo and general average, 194 

shipowner's right of, where cargo not claimed, 204-206 
shipowner's lien maintained by, 204-206 

Wabehousehan and delivery orders, 130 

and delivery of goods, 205, 206 : Appendix III., 287-290 
when can end stoppage in transitt^ 134, 135 

Wabbant, dock, as document of title, 129 

Wabbantt : see Undebtakino ; Bepbesentation. 

Wateb, cargo damaged by, and general average, 191 

Watebbobne goods : see Appendix II., 278, 274 

Weab and teab of voyage not a peril of the seas, 160 

Weatheb preventing loading or discharging, 84 

Weight delivebed, fbeioht payable by net, 234 

Weight and heasubement, tons of, 89, 91 

Weight, value, and contents unknown, 46, 99, 100 

Whabfage DX7E8 and overside goods, 252 : Appendix 11., 275, 276 

Whabfage Note, 273 

Whabfingeb : see Wabehousehan. 

Whebeabouts, ship's, when condition precedent, 53, 55 

WoBKiNG days, and lay days, 

WoBMS, not a peril of the seas, 159 

Wbeoeebs, a peril of the sea, 159 

York-Antwebp Rules, 198 : Appendix IV., 293 
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